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Abstract
Cope, Farrah Fite. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August, 2017. The Relationship
Between Teacher Empowerment in Decision Making and Teachers’ Professional
Intentions, Teacher Satisfaction, and Student Achievement. Major Professor: Duane
Giannangelo, Ph.D.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between educators’ perceived
empowerment with respect to making decisions about pedagogical and administrative
issues and three outcomes related to school productivity—teacher retention, teacher
satisfaction, and student proficiency in basic skills. To answer the study’s three research
questions, a secondary analysis that applied hierarchical multiple regression to an existing
dataset was undertaken. The dataset in question combined information from the 2013
administration of the Teaching, Empowering Leading, and Learning (TELL) survey in
over 1,400 Tennessee schools with concurrent school demographic and student
achievement data archived on the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) website.
The results of the analyses revealed that teacher empowerment, especially teacher
pedagogical empowerment, is associated both statistically and substantively with teacher
retention. Controlling for demographic characteristics of students, faculty, and the
institutions themselves, teacher administrative and pedagogical empowerment explained
about 15% of the variance in the percent of teachers’ intending to remain at their present
schools. Conversely, both types of empowerment were found to limit the impact of
teachers’ planning to move to a different school or school district, or to leave the
classroom entirely.
A robust association was also observed between teacher empowerment and a view
of the school as “overall, a good place to work and learn.” However, once student
background variables had been taken into account, connections between teacher
v

empowerment and higher levels of student proficiency were slight at both elementary and
secondary schools. For both types of schools, only administrative teacher empowerment
was linked to higher levels of student proficiency in reading and mathematics at the lower
grades and in algebra and English at the upper grades. In these analyses, the proportion of
variance explained in these outcomes ranged between two and three percent, denoting a
mostly indirect effect of empowerment on student learning.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Among administrators, classroom teachers, and the public at large, teacher
empowerment is an issue of ongoing concern, given the connections asserted between its
practice and a number of positive outcomes (Sherrill, 1999, as cited in Cowdery, 2004;
Lee & Nie, 2014; York-Barr & Duke, 2004). "Teacher empowerment is defined
according to the power that teachers have in the decision-making processes related to
school-wide learning and teaching processes" (Zembylas & Papanastasiou, 2005 as cited
in Balkar, 2015, p.205). Empowerment in the school building has been found to enhance
performance and productivity and create a sound path for school improvement (Harris &
Muijs, 2003; Shen, Leslie, Spybrook, & Ma, 2012). Teacher empowerment is an
important tool for carrying out educational reforms throughout schools (Heck & Brandon,
1995 as cited in Balkar, 2015, p.206). Areas such as teacher job satisfaction, teaching
quality, teacher involvement in decision-making, teacher leadership, and professional
commitment, factors commonly associated with teacher empowerment, can significantly
impact school effectiveness (Lee & Nie, 2014). York-Barr and Duke (2004) suggested
that teachers are a significant factor in the way schools function. Cowdery (2004)
emphasized the awareness of a connection between job satisfaction, teacher quality,
teacher empowerment, and teacher leadership, suggesting that school administrators and
policy makers need to enhance teacher empowerment and support. More specifically,
information has been presented that identifies the relationship between teacher
perceptions of principals’ empowering behaviors throughout pedagogical and
administrative issues and the influence that the relationship has on work-related outcomes
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in terms of teacher working conditions, school climate, and learning environment (Lee &
Nie, 2014). When teachers experience empowerment, studies have shown there is a
relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment to make decisions and school
outcomes, therefore, increasing the learning capacity for students.
Research indicates that there is a great need for school leaders to implement a
more inclusive approach to management to effectively empower teachers and increase
school productivity (Lee & Nie, 2014). “A large and growing volume of research
repeatedly finds that, when principals empower their staffs through sharing leadership
and decision-making authority with them, everyone benefits, including students”
(Musselman, Crittenden, & Lyons, 2014, p.2). Given the authority of the principal and
the collaboration of teachers in daily school practices, teacher perceptions of their
principals’ empowering behaviors would likely have a key influence on teachers’
psychological empowerment and occupational outcomes (Lee & Nie, 2014).
Benefits of teacher empowerment often sound desirable and inviting. Bolin
(1989) stated that "teacher empowerment is defined by investing teachers with the right
to contribute to the establishment of school goals and policies and to exercise
professional judgment about what to do and teach" (p.82). "Teacher leaders lead change
from the classroom; they ask questions related to school improvement and feel
empowered to help find the answer" (Reason & Reason, 2007, as cited in Musselman et
al., 2014, p.2).
Teacher empowerment can potentially benefit educators and lead to stronger
organizations. "The inclusion of teachers in the decision-making process by way of
participative leadership enables teacher empowerment" (Sarafidou & Chatziioannidis,
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2013, as cited in Balkar, 2015, p.206). James-Wilson and Hancock (2011) revealed that
“teacher leadership is inseparable from empowerment as teachers need to be empowered
to lead and supported to maintain their efforts” (p.26). “In the context of educational
changes, teacher empowerment is an important tool for carrying out educational reforms
at schools” (Heck & Brandon, 1995, as cited in Balkar, 2015, p.206). Implementing
educational developments involves modifications in the administrative and organizational
components in a school building. “Principals need to empower their staff with shared
leadership, decision-making authority and promote reflection and collaborative
investigation to allow teacher leadership to improve teaching and learning” (Musselman
et al., 2014). Research shows “empowerment has positive effects on organizational and
professional commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and job satisfaction”
(Aksel, Serinkan, Kiziloglu, & Aksoy, 2013; Bogler & Somech, 2004, p.278; Hung 2005;
Keiser, 2007; Martino, 2003; Meng & Han, 2013, as cited in Balkar, 2015, p. 206). Short
(1998) suggested that principals are the key to empowering the individuals throughout a
school environment and school transformation will only occur when these individuals are
empowered.
Background of the Problem
Although previous research suggests that school and student outcomes improve as
empowerment is enhanced, some questions remain. To investigate the proposition that
teacher empowerment in decision making leads to improved outcomes, the researcher
raised three questions: (1) What is the relationship between empowered teachers and
their professional intentions? (2) What is the relationship between empowered teachers
and school climate? (3) What is the relationship between empowered teachers and
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student achievement? Specific responses to these questions inform school-site and
district leaders regarding teacher involvement in decision making and distributed or
participative leadership approaches.
This study contributed to the original TELL study in three aspects. It focused on a
set of subtopics included in the original study and examined them in relation to each
other. It supported an additional study of how empowering teachers as decision-makers
influenced school productivity which is the foundation underlying the theory and practice
of “high involvement management” (Lawler, 1986). It also transcended beyond a simple
description of outcomes and implemented more complex analytical methods to answer
questions that were not completely addressed or were unaddressed previously.
This study aimed to build upon previous studies on “teacher distributed
leadership” and provide a thorough statistical analysis that aided in answering questions,
filling knowledge gaps, and building practical and theoretical perceptions regarding the
climate and general working conditions in Tennessee public schools.
Statement of the Problem
A gap in knowledge exists as it relates to “teacher distributed leadership” and its
relation to teacher retention, teacher satisfaction, and student achievement. Providing
more complex analytical methods to answer questions from the original study, this study
seeks to provide more complex analytical methods to answer questions that were not
completely addressed or were unaddressed previously.
The researcher first determined if there was a relationship between teachers’
perceived empowerment with respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions
at their school and their future professional intentions. Second, the researcher determined
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the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect to making
pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and teacher retention and teacher
satisfaction with their working conditions. Finally, the researcher determined the
relationship between teachers perceived empowerment with respect to making
pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and student achievement,
defined by proficiency in specific core subjects at the elementary and secondary levels.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to determine if teachers perceived empowerment to
make decisions about pedagogical and administrative issues at their school was related to
a set of measurable outcomes, particularly teacher retention, teacher satisfaction, and
student achievement.
Significance of the Study
Teacher empowerment has always been a topic of concern (Enderlin-Lampe,
1997; Klecker & Loadman, 1998; Li, 2015). Allowing teachers the opportunity to play a
significant role in school decision-making is a key component to empowerment (Lee &
Ni, 2014). Teachers are able to engage in heightened control over their work
environment.

However, for teacher involvement in decision making to happen, teachers

must believe that their involvement is genuine and that their opinion has a critical impact
on the outcome of the decision (Short & Greer, 1989, as cited in Bogler & Somech,
2004).
This research also benefits school leaders. School leaders, after all, are the
individuals responsible for developing the processes to get teachers involved in the
decision making process. The relationship between the structural and the psychological
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processes of empowerment, regarding school leaders' empowering behaviors and
teachers' psychological empowerment is largely underexplored (Lee & Nie, 2014).
Previous research has typically focused on the influence of the principal and neglected
the influence of the empowerment process.
Some questions remain regarding the measurable benefits of teacher involvement
in decision-making. The important questions seemed to be 1) Does empowering teachers
as decision-makers influence school climate and increase school productivity? and Do
teachers’ roles in decision making influence their professional plans and levels of
satisfaction? The goal of this research was to determine if ensuring teacher
empowerment in the organizational structure of schools truly does influence outcomes. If
the research indicates that teacher empowerment does have a positive relationship on
teacher retention, teacher satisfaction, and student achievement, then school organizations
and their leaders can develop strategies and avenues for teachers to be more involved
because the effectiveness of the organization will improve.
Research Questions
The following questions were examined to complete this quantitative study:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
future professional intentions as “stayers,” “movers,” or “leavers”?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
general satisfaction with their working conditions?
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3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and student
proficiency in reading and mathematics at the elementary level and algebra and English
at the secondary level?
Research Design
This study is explained in five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study and its
significance to the field. Chapter 2 presents a review of related literature and offers a
theoretical basis for the study. Chapter 3 provides the methodology used in the study,
encompassing the description of the research design, subjects, instruments, and
procedures for data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 reports the results of the data
collected. Chapter 5 states the conclusions, an analysis of the findings, and implications
for future research.
This quantitative impact study included a sample of 54,436 teacher respondents at
1,425 schools in the state of Tennessee. The TELL Questionnaire was the school climate
instrument used to previously collect the data. This online survey instrument was
validated prior to the study with a pre-determined set of questions that each participant
was asked. Throughout this secondary analysis, the strategy used to answer all three
research questions was a hierarchical multiple regression with control and independent
variables remaining the same from one analysis to the next and with only the dependent
variable changing. The TELL Questionnaire was analyzed throughout this research. The
New Teacher Center (NTC) carried out a Teaching Conditions Initiative where an online
survey was provided to educators throughout school districts across the United States to
provide information and feedback for educators to aid in school improvement. This
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survey instrument was to be completed by educators to determine if there were
relationships between teaching conditions and student achievement, and teaching
conditions and teacher retention. This research examined specific elements of the TELL
Survey in an effort to identify if specific relationships exist among various items that
measure teaching conditions, teacher professional intentions, and school climate. The
elements examined from this survey were the percentage of students on free and reduced
lunch, the percentage of minority (non-white) students, the percentage of students
classified as disabled, the teaching experience of the faculty and their tenure at that
school, and the average percentage of students proficient in basic subjects relative to that
level of schooling as elementary or secondary and as low-performing, adequatelyperforming, or high-performing. Proficiency levels on the Tennessee Report Card were
used to measure student achievement as well as items concerning teachers' roles in
decision-making. These elements were examined in this research in an effort to inform
leadership practice.
Theoretical Framework
This study was based on the foundational theory and practice of "high
involvement management" (Lawler, 1986). The high involvement management model
offers a framework for evaluating school-based management and potentially serves as a
lens for understanding teacher leadership. The link between teacher empowerment,
teacher commitment, and student achievement has been vastly obscure as a school
practice according to Aliakbari and Amoli (2016). The essential purpose of this study
was to determine if increasing teacher involvement in decision making, a key element in
teacher empowerment, truly does influence school outcomes. More specifically, this
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research focused on the determination of whether teacher involvement in decision
making made a difference in teacher retention, school climate, and student achievement.
If teacher involvement in decision making was positively associated with teacher
retention, school climate, and student achievement, school leaders would be armed with a
body of research which suggests that implementing strategies for increasing teachers'
involvement in decision making in schools will enhance school outcomes.
Assumptions, Limitations, Delimitations of the Study
It was assumed that the public school teachers that participated in this study were
representative of public school teachers across the state. The TELL instrument scores
were accurate indicators that result in organizational improvements. The scores on the
TELL survey were accurate indicators of the quality of school climate.
The study was limited to elementary, middle, and secondary public schools in the
State of Tennessee. Completed instruments were obtained from 54,436 teacher
respondents from 1,425 schools. This study was conducted during the Spring of 2013.
The TELL survey instrument was used to measure indicators of teacher empowerment,
teacher professional intentions, and school climate. School achievement was measured
by proficiency levels on the Tennessee Report Card.
The following limitations impacted this study:
1. This study did not include the perceptions of students, parents or administrators.
2. This study did not include equal representations among grade levels and subject
areas.
Definition of Terms
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The definitions that follow are representative of the terms used throughout the
profession of education.
1. Teacher Empowerment: giving teachers the right to take part in the establishment
of school goals and policies and to practice professional judgment about what and
how to teach (Bolin, 1989). (A synonymous term used throughout with teacher
empowerment is teacher distributed leadership.)
2. Pedagogical Knowledge: knowledge about aspects of the instructional process
(Lauermann & Konig, 2016).
3. Stayers: Those who stay in the teaching profession (Kersaint, Lewis, Potter, &
Miesels, p.776, 2007)
4. Movers: Those who resign to move to another teaching position (Kersaint et al.,
p.776, 2007)
5. Leavers: Those who leave the teaching profession all together (Kersaint et al.,
p.776, 2007)
6. Student Proficiency: students demonstrating or failing to demonstrate proficiency
in relation to learning standards (The Glossary of Education Reform, 2014).
7. Teacher Leadership: The process by which teachers influence their colleagues,
principals, and other individuals in the school population to improve teaching and
learning practices (Musselman et al., 2014).
8. Distributed Leadership: Theory used to improve leadership capacity with the goal
of improving classroom instruction and student success (McKenzie & Locke,
2014, p.166)
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9. Organizational Outcomes: may include, but are not limited to school climate and
student achievement
10. School Climate: The quality and character of school life built on patterns of
students', parents' and school personnel's occurrences of school life and reflects
norms, goals, values, and social relationships, teaching and learning practices, and
organizational compositions (National School Climate Council, 2016).
11. School Effectiveness: The level of goal attainment of a school (Scheerens, 2013).
12. School-Based Management: An overall approach to involving participants in the
management of schools and decision making power (Wohlstetter, Smyer &
Mohrman, 1994).
13. High Involvement Management: A model developed to determine what makes
school- based management work and under what conditions (Wohlstetter et al.,
1994).
Summary
School leaders are continually seeking ways to improve school climate and
outcomes. This research offers information regarding methods that can potentially be
utilized to improve school climate and outcomes and influence school productivity
through teacher empowerment and decision making. By assessing the TELL Survey,
school leaders can determine to what extent teachers are empowered to act as decision
makers and establish methods to enhance leadership behaviors. By enhancing these
behaviors, school leaders have the opportunity to develop stronger organizations and
increase school and student outcomes.
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Chapter 2 presents a review of related literature regarding teacher empowerment,
teacher involvement in decision making, and models of leadership and management that
focus on teacher involvement. When teachers are involved in the management processes,
outcomes and productivity may both benefit.

12

Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Introduction
This chapter is divided into the subsequent sections: a) the high involvement
management model and school-based management, b) teacher empowerment, and c) the
influences of teacher involvement in decision making and its relation to teachers'
professional intentions, school climate, and student achievement. This review of
literature presents teacher empowerment, interactions between teachers and leaders and
how leaders involve teachers in the decision-making process. The literature review also
examines the effect that interplay has on the organization.
The High Involvement Management Model and School Based Management
“Direct employee participation is one of the most widely advocated interventions
for influencing organizational performance and work well-being” (Wood, Van
Veldhoven, Croon & DeMenezes, 2012, p.420). This type of employee participation is a
significant part of organizational models such as Lawler's (1986) high involvement
management (HIM) (Wood et al., 2012, p.420). It is anticipated that this form of
employee involvement can enrich the traits of individuals' occupations and their "wellbeing and performance and as a result the performance of organizations" (Wood et al.,
2012, p.420). High involvement management involves individuals in the decision
making process (Wood et al., 2012, p.421). It also has considerable effects on firm and
employee results (Bockerman, 2015, p.2). One view claimed that “high involvement
management makes work more rewarding, meaningful, and challenging by increasing
employees’ discretion and autonomy at work” (Bockerman, 2015, p.3). This concept
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predicted that when high involvement management was introduced, employee well-being
should improve (Bockerman, 2015, p.3). Bockerman (2015) revealed there are studies
that link high involvement management to many traits of employee well-being
(Bockerman, 2015, p.8).
Researchers have acknowledged that high-involvement work methods can be
generalized to the service industry sector and notable results were "positively associated
with employee morale, employee retention, and firm financial performance" (Konrad,
2006). According to Konrad (2006), high involvement work practices that present
employees with the ability to manage workplace decisions are beneficial to the
employees as well as the leaders.
Ahmad, Shahzad, Waheed, and Khan (2014) conducted a study to enhance the
literature on the relationship between high involvement management and employee job
performance in the banking sector. It was concluded by Ahmad et al. (2014) that there
was a substantial correlation between high involvement management and employee and
organizational performance (p.230). "High-involvement work practice or employee
engagement are critical success factors for the organizations from last decades. High
involvement management practices carry out a key role in the organizational
development and enhancing the employee and organizational performance" (Ahmad et
al., 2014, pp.230-231). This study attempted to "fill the gap existing in previous studies
by investigation the influence of high involvement work methods on employee
performance by making use of the employee level data" (Ahmad et al., 2014, p.232).
Data from questionnaires was gathered from three chosen banks in the major cities of
Islamabad, Rawalpindi, and Peshwar (Ahmad et al., 2014, p.237). The results of the

14

regression analysis revealed a significant and positive effect on job performance and
satisfaction and high involvement management. This indicated that employees would
incorporate high levels of performance in establishments where high-involvement
management practices are carried out (Ahmad et al., 2014, p.241).
As previously mentioned, researchers outside the field of education have
determined that the high involvement management model can prove to be beneficial to
school organizations (Wohlstetter & Odden, 1992, as cited in Wohlstetter et al., 1994,
p.270). The high involvement management model is grounded in organizational
literature revealing that people will be more satisfied when they are more involved
(Bockerman, 2015, p.3). This study utilized Lawler's high involvement management
model as its theoretical base, and this business model poses a frame on teacher leadership
and provides a lens for understanding it. High involvement management and a shift of
governance in schools help validate why the high involvement management model would
work in schools through the implementation of strategies through school-based
management (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.269).
"The recent history of school-based management (SBM), under the category of
community involvement, decentralization or teacher empowerment, can be linked back to
the 1960s. Then, as well as now, reformers often adopted school-based management for
philosophical reasons as a method of democratizing educational institutes" (David, 1989;
Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990, as cited in Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1996, p.33).
"Through SBM, decision making authority was extended down the professional hierarchy
to stakeholders not traditionally involved—teachers and parents—and once empowered,
these groups who were closest to the students would make better decisions, and school
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performance would improve" (Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1996, p.33). If SBM is viewed
as a school improvement reform, Lawler's (1986) work suggested that districts must
deliver more control over resources, curriculum, and staff to the school location. The
suitability of the framework to schools is suggested by Lawler's findings that high
involvement management is appropriate for service organizations that engage in
knowledge production; that exist in a changing environment and have complex job tasks
requiring constant decision-making, and that are characterized by interdependence among
tasks within the organization. All of these traits apply to schools (Mohrman, Lawler &
Mohrman, 1992, Wohstetter & Odden, 1992; as cited in Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1996,
p.34).
Lane (1991) addressed school reform and how educational organizations use
school-based management as a way to decentralize power from the district office to
individuals closest to the children (Lane, 1991, p.119). School based management
provides the foundation to develop a school community where individuals collaborate to
establish new responsibilities that aid in the teaching and learning process (Lane, 1991,
p.120). In schools where teachers are deemed as professionals, certain duties transfer
from the principal to the teachers (Lane, 1991, p.121). Throughout school-based
management, teachers' expertise and professional judgment are regularly involved and
represented (Lane, 1991, p.122).
Wohlstetter et al., (1994) revealed that "while school-based management (SBM)
continues to take precedence in state and district reform attempts across the country, there
is insufficient evidence linking SBM to improved school performance" (Fullan, 1993;
Ogawa & White, in press, as cited in Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.268). According to
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decades of organizational research, it has been concluded that organizational performance
improves when power is shifted down and when those that are empowered are prepared
for their new decision making roles, have the knowledge to make informed decisions, and
are rewarded for high performance (Lawler, 1986; Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.268). The
high involvement management framework provides theories about conditions that might
allow schools to revise the way they implement their leadership to establish heightened
performance (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.268). SBM is explained as an overall method to
including individuals in the management of schools that involves decision-making power
and increased professional development to prepare individuals for increased roles in
organizational processes (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.269). Lawler’s framework of high
involvement management suggested knowledge, power, information, and rewards as
factors that build the conditions that allow individuals within the organization to advance
to higher performance (p.270). Wohlstetter, Smyer, and Mohrman stated:
Lawler's notion of high involvement management presented a framework for
assessing SBM. The appropriateness of the framework to schools is suggested by
Lawler's findings that high involvement management is most suitable for service
organizations that participate in knowledge production, that exist in a changing
environment and have multifaceted job tasks requiring constant decision making,
and that are characterized by interdependence among task with the organization.
All of these traits apply to schools. (Mohrman et al., 1992; Wohlstetter & Odden,
1992; Wohlstetter et al., 1994, pp.269-270)
Applying the high involvement framework to schools to improve performance, the power
would be decentralized to the school level, and there would be an emphasis on expanding
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knowledge, skills, and information for individuals at this level (Wohlstetter et al., 1994,
p.270). In an effort to determine if SBM could provide improved performance and
determine whether the high involvement model represents the conditions that enable
schools to introduce improvements, four school districts in North America: Edmonton,
Alberta, Canada; Jefferson County, Kentucky; Prince William County, Virginia; and San
Diego, California were studied (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.271). This consisted of two
elementary, two middle, and two high schools where interviews and surveys were
completed, and a comparative case analysis was used (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, pp.271272). It was concluded that when utilizing the framework of high involvement
management at the school level along with being empowered, it is necessary to train
individuals to develop the knowledge and skills for establishing a high-performance
organization (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.282). "Schools that were advancing changes in
instruction and learning as an outcome of their SBM activities were more probable to
have higher levels of information sharing, greater knowledge and skill development, and
more mechanisms for broad involvement” (Wohlstetter et al., 1994, p.284).
Mielke and Frontier (2012) addressed that establishing a practice that aids
teachers in delivering recurrent feedback can enable them to improve and when
individuals are empowered to examine their own performance, they see where they can
improve and are innately driven to increase their capabilities (p.13). The high
involvement model and school based management was used throughout this study as a
framework for understanding the leadership process and functions and how the
empowerment of teachers and their involvement in decision making could contribute to
organizational improvement.
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Teacher Empowerment
Teacher empowerment is the ownership and use of power, by instructional
professionals, in the pursuit of work-related improvement, professional autonomy, and
the overall improvement of the educational process (Smith & Lotven, 1993, p.459).
Smith and Lotven (1993) emphasized the importance of the role that the administrators
hold in the area of teacher empowerment. Smith and Lotven stated that administrators,
teachers, board members, and state departments of education must collaborate to warrant
a successful transition from a traditional power structure to that of shared decision
making.
Short (1998) emphasized qualities of empowered schools to portray a high level
of trust among teachers, the principal and the district leaders with students being the key
factor for all decision making. Principals have to identify how empowering
environments can be implemented through organizational leadership, structures,
processes, and cultures that follow procedures to make schools successful for all children
(Short, 1998).
Empowerment supports the understanding and idea of individuals' capability
within organizations to develop and grow opportunities for autonomy, responsibility,
choice and authority to take place (Lightfoot, 1986 as cited in Gonzales & Short, 1996).
Gonzales and Short (1996) investigated the relationship between teacher empowerment
and the authority of the principal. This study was comprised of 301 teachers from six
elementary, five middle, and three high schools and was conducted in an urban school
district in the south. Data from the School Participant Empowerment Scale analyzed the
relationship of the five power bases and chosen teacher characteristics to overall teacher
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perceptions using a multiple regression analysis (Gonzales & Short, 1996). This study
focused on power bases of coercive power, reward power, legitimate power, expert
power, and referent power and concluded that expert, referent, and reward power were
the only variables that were statistically significant (Gonzales & Short, 1996). Rinehart
and Short's (1992 as cited in Gonzales & Short, 1996) research on empowerment of
teacher leaders discovered that teacher leaders identified opportunities for decision
making, among other matters, to be empowering characteristics of their work (Gonzales
& Short, 1996). Gonzales and Short (1996) revealed that satisfied teachers believed that
their principals valued their beliefs and addressed their concerns. Teacher empowerment
and teacher participation in decision making create greater initiative and positive attitudes
toward teachers' performance (Gonzales & Short, 1996; White, 1992). As teacher
empowerment broadens throughout education, sharing decisions is as imperative as the
extension of responsibilities that is so rewarding to teachers (Karant, 1989 as cited in
Gonzales & Short, 1996).
"As teachers improve together as a staff, individual and school morale can
increase" (Bolin, 1989, p.82). It is essential for school administrators to foster teacher
empowerment to increase teacher job satisfaction (Cowdery, 2004, p.128). “The school
that shares a vision, uses collaboration, makes data-driven decisions, and experiences
high or improving student achievement is the type of school that fosters teacher
leadership” (Cowdery, 2004, p.129, Lambert, 2003). James-Wilson and Hancock (2011)
suggested that principals who adopted and displayed shared, distributive leadership
created the conditions for teacher empowerment (p.28).
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When teacher empowerment and teacher involvement in the decision making
process are implemented, many factors can be influenced. Lin (2014) noted that when
teacher involvement in schools is present, teacher commitment is greater, the quality of
decision making is enhanced, and there is more participation in the restructuring of the
school (p.54).
Influences of Teacher Involvement in Decision Making
The relationship between teachers and their principals is consistently associated
with a strong impact on teacher leadership (p.273). Ryan (1999 as cited in York-Barr &
Duke, 2004) expressed that as teachers lead they advance their leadership skills (YorkBarr & Duke, 2004, p.282). As they are exposed to these opportunities and leadership
roles, it results in improvements in their instructional practices at the classroom level
(Ovando, 1996; Porter, 1986; Smylie, 1994; York-Barr & Duke, 2004, pp.282, 284).
York-Barr & Duke (2004) state:
Much content should be emphasized in future teacher leadership research,
including attention to existing gaps in the literature and extending selected
domains of existing knowledge. Particularly important would be research focused
on describing and examining the paths of leadership influence on student learning,
on changing school cultures and structures to support teacher leadership, on
creating more collaborative and shared means of leadership for improvement, and
on developing or modifying preservice and in-service programs that prepare and
support principals and teachers in the work of shared leadership. (York-Barr &
Duke, 2004, pp.291-292)
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Teacher involvement in school decision making continues to be an ongoing topic
in this country’s “educational reform movement” (Conley, 1991, p.225). Recent research
has focused on investigating in what way new forms of participation in schools offer
opportunities for increased teacher involvement. “A favorable means for increasing
teacher participation may be school-based management” (Conley, 1991, p.248).
Teachers have the potential to create change and their involvement in leadership
roles allows them to enrich their performance, feel more valuable and satisfied, and as a
result may lead to increased student achievement (Singh, 2011, p.7). Hulpia et al. (2009
as cited in Singh, 2011) called attention to the unquestionable influence that shared
leadership has on teacher commitment, which in turn affects school success and
involving teachers in the responsibility for school improvement "develops a greater sense
of professionalism as teachers feel empowered" (Singh, 2011, p.8). The sharing of
leadership allows for successful functioning of the school, it fosters a commitment to the
organization and develops trust competence in staff members (Singh, 2011, p.9). Singh
(2011) suggested that "distributed leadership provides teachers with the ability to speak,
shape students' lives, and develop themselves both personally and professionally which
leads to positive results for all" (p.10).
“Teacher leadership encompasses additional leadership and decision-making
rights for teachers without removing them from the classroom” (Harris & Muijs, 2003,
p.2). When leadership is distributed, student outcomes can potentially improve when
teachers are empowered to take on leadership roles (Harris & Mujis, 2003, p.3).
Leithwood and Jantzi (1998 as cited in Harris & Mujis, 2003) concluded that "teacher
leadership has a greater impact on student learning than ‘principal' leadership, and for
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better teacher effectiveness and student engagement, schools should distribute more
leadership activity to teachers" (Harris & Muijs, 2003, p.3).
Fostering school leadership in teachers increases the feeling of ownership when
teachers become involved in the decision-making process (Nappi, 2014, p.31). The
Wallace Foundation's 10-year study (2010) that was associated with improving
educational leadership discovered that student achievement was higher in schools that
obtained involvement from key stakeholders, including teachers, and in schools where
shared leadership was implemented. School and student success are nearly unachievable
without utilizing distributed or shared leadership (Nappi, 2014, p.33).
As the literature cited indicates, teacher leadership can be effective. However, it
will be helpful to know more about what teacher leadership effects in order to connect it
to real-world outcomes. Gaining insight on whether people remain in the teaching
profession is a significant factor throughout education, and further research can be
beneficial to school leaders. Curtis (2012, as cited in Thibodeaux, Labat, Lee, & Labat,
2015) revealed, “When teachers feel connected to their teaching responsibilities and
passionate about what they are doing, they may form a channel that improves retention
rates among educators” (Thibodeaux et al., 2015, p.247).
Influences of Teacher Involvement in Decision Making on Teacher
Retention. “School administrators can potentially create a school work environment that
encourages teachers to remain in their current positions by developing an awareness of
the role that workplace conditions have on teacher turnover” (Kukla-Acevedo, 2009,
p.444). Teachers who have more freedom in classroom policies and procedures tend to
report lower stress levels (Byrne, 1994; Sutton, 1984, as cited in Kukla-Acevedo, 2009)
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and are more satisfied with their jobs (Schwab & Iwanicki, 1982, as cited in KuklaAcevedo, 2009, p.444). “Teachers are less likely to quit schools when they feel
supported by their administrators” (Lin, 2001, as cited in Kukla-Acevedo, 2009, p.444).
Kukla-Acevedo’s study was developed on previous research by measuring “the effects of
teachers’ perceptions of workplace conditions on teacher’s quit patterns, distinguishing
between teachers who quit altogether and those who simply switch schools, and by
examining the effects of administrative support, classroom control, and behavioral
climate on first year teachers” (Kukla-Acevedo, 2009, p.450). “Although the effect was
considerably small, increased administrative support reduced the probability that teacher
leave or switch schools” (Kukla-Acevedo, 2009, p.450).
Brown and Wynn (2007) conducted a study interviewing 12 principals along with
focus group interviews with four-six new teachers at each of the 12 schools in a small
urban school district in a Southeastern state. The findings from this small qualitative
study add to the body of knowledge related to teacher retention by providing insight into
some specific leadership styles and strategies of principals who lead schools that have
low attrition and transfer rates (Brown & Wynn, 2007, p.691). They share decision
making with new teachers on substantive issues, work collaboratively with others to
reach shared goals, and expand teacher leadership capacity (Brown & Wynn, 2007,
p.691). School administrators within learning communities share power, authority, and
decision-making in a democratic way with teachers (Brown & Wynn, 2007, p.671).
Darling-Hammond (2003, as cited in Brown & Wynn, 2007) stated that the involvement
of teachers in organizational decisions is a critical component in whether teachers remain
or leave particular school locations (Brown & Wynn, 2007, p.671).
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Ware and Kitsantas (2007) pursued a study to establish if teacher beliefs on
effectiveness predicted teacher professional commitment in schools (p.303). The 26,257
teachers completed the Public School Teacher Questionnaire, and the 6,711principals
completed the Public School Principal Questionnaire on the 1999-2000 Schools and
Staffing Survey. Throughout the multiple linear regression, one of the three independent
variables focused on teachers' influence on decision making (Ware & Kitsantas, 2007,
p.307). It was concluded that teachers should help “a) establish the curriculum, b)
determine, the content of their in-service and training, c) hire and evaluate teachers, d)
establish discipline policies, and e) decide how the school budget will be spent” relating
to the relationship between teachers’ influence on decision making and teacher
commitment (Ware & Kitsantas, 207, p.309).
Singh and Billingsley (1998) examined the effects of professional support on
teachers’ commitment to the teaching through data from the public school teachers’ file
of the School and Staffing Survey (p.230). The outcomes imply that principal
leadership/support impacts commitment and further signify that when principals convey
distinct expectations, deliver unbiased evaluations, and provide assistance and support,
teachers are subject to greater professional commitment (Singh & Billingsley, 1998,
p.237).
Kersaint et al. (2007) conducted a study that analyzed causes that encourage or
impede resigned teachers from returning to the teaching profession (p.775). All teachers
that resigned from two large Florida school districts throughout a two-year period were
interviewed with a random sampling of continuing teachers (Kersaint et al., 2007, p.778).
A comparison was made using quantitative and qualitative methods comparing phone
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interview responses from stayers and leavers were with a significant different in the
number of comments made about the following themes: "inadequate pay and benefits,
emphasis on testing and accountability, excessive paperwork, lack of administrative
support, and discipline problems" (Kersaint et al., 2007, pp.778, 785). The findings
suggests that leavers were more affected by a lack of administrative support resulting in
teachers leaving the teaching profession, but increased administrative support may
positively influence teacher retention (Ingersoll, 2001; Kersaint et al., 2007, pp.786, 789).
Thibodeaux et al. (2015) examined principal leadership behaviors and if they had
an impact on teachers’ intent to continue in the teaching profession (p.227). A survey
was issued to 501 teachers of state measured and non-state measured subject areas in K12 public schools in five districts in the coastal region of a southern state. Throughout
elementary, middle, and high school levels only 212 teachers completed and returned the
survey (Thibodeaux et al., 2015, p.233). Thibodeaux et al. (2015) reported teacher
responses supported Ingersoll’s (2004) previous study revealing that a lack of
administrative support was a significant cause of teacher dissatisfaction (Thibodeaux,
2015, p.246).
Shann (1998) reported that job satisfaction has a great impact on teacher retention
(p.67). Adam and Dial (1993, as cited in Shann, 1998) noted that a great deal of the most
prominent teacher attrition rates in the nation are in urban districts with motives being a
lack of administrative support and lack of involvement in decision making (Gonzales,
1995; Shann, 1998, p.67). Researchers have related some characteristics in regards to job
satisfaction to teacher retention, including satisfaction with principal leadership and
support (Shann, 1998, p.67). This study conducted interviews and administered
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questionnaires to 92 teachers in 4 urban middle schools to assess the importance and
satisfaction they contributed to different aspects of their jobs. Shann (1998) reported,
"…levels of concern from teachers over the level of student achievement and their
participation in decision-making" (p.72). "Educators may find what business owners
have found and what the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development endorsed, that
empowering workers to decide on a wide range of job-related issues increases their
productivity, improves the quality of their work, and heightens their morale" (Shann,
2001, p.72). Shann (1998) concluded that school principals should be guided to address
the teachers' concern throughout the participation in the decision-making throughout the
educational organization (p.72).
Teacher satisfaction and views on school issues play a role in the function of the
organization. As previously mentioned, Ahmad et al., (2014) wrote, “There is a strong
and positive relationship among high involvement management practices and job
satisfaction and organizations implementing high involvement management practices will
have employees with high levels of performance” (p.242). This statement provides
evidence regarding the influences of teacher involvement in the decision making process.
Influences of Teacher Involvement in Decision Making on Teacher
Satisfaction. A study conducted in Israel and researched the significance of autonomy
and its influence on school effectiveness and teachers' sense of motivation and
commitment to the school (Gaziel, 1998, p.319). Gaziel (1998) revealed a rising
international development regarding decentralization and greater autonomy for schools in
the public education system, with the goal of enhancing the value of education. Through
decentralization of power from central offices and participation in decision making,
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educators have more responsibility for making decisions related to the school
organization (David, 1988, as cited in Gaziel, 1998, p.320). Fin (1984, as cited in Gaziel,
1998) stated that schools that allocate responsibility and authority and allow teachers to
contribute to staffing decisions are more efficient (Gaziel, 1998, p.322). Data from the
High School and Beyond studies Neumann Rutter and Smith (1989) revealed that
schools, where teachers had an increased influence on school decision-making, had better
staff morale (Gaziel, 1998, p.322). The participants in this analysis were comprised of a
random sampling of 41 public primary schools in the Tel-Aviv education district (Gaziel,
1998, p.324). Questionnaires were distributed during the school day with the teachers
completing the Teacher’s Perceived School Autonomy questionnaire and the principals
completing the Principal’s Perceived School Autonomy questionnaire (Gaziel, 1994,
p.325). This study implies that schools which provided more opportunities for
involvement in decision making are identified by the school staff as having greater
autonomy in making decisions than schools that were not provided opportunities to do so
(Gaziel, 1998, pp.329-330). Gaziel (1998) concluded further research is necessary to
convey any hypothesis regarding the relationship between school autonomy and school
effectiveness due to the sample size (p.330).
Shen et al. (2012) examined a national sample of public school teachers and
principals to determine whether principal experience and school processes are related to
teacher job satisfaction and controlled the background characteristics at the teacher and
school levels through hierarchical linear modeling (p.201). The principal establishes the
climate of the school and has the capacity to promote "respect, recognition, and
appreciation, which in turn influences teacher job satisfaction" (Kouzes & Pozner, 1999;
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Petzko, 2004; Richards, 2005; Richardson, Lane, Flanigan, & Jackson, 1996, as cited in
Shen et al., 2012, p.202). “Empowered teachers are satisfied teachers, demonstrating a
greater retention rate” (Bogler & Somech, 2004; Muijs & Harris, 2003; Shen et al., 2012,
p.209). “A positive working relationship among teachers along with collaboration
promotes satisfaction, feelings of professional involvement, and a willingness to stay in
the profession” (Huang, 2000; Leithwood, Leonard, & Sharratt, 1998; Whiteford, 1990;
Woods & Weasmer, 2004, as cited in Shen et al., 2012, p.209). A weak relationship with
principals and insufficient administrative leadership are prominent causes for teachers
leaving the teaching profession (Anhorn, 2008; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2007, as cited in
Shen et al., 2012, p.210). The conditions that principals create within schools highly
influence the degree of job satisfaction and professional commitment among teachers
(Anderson, 1991, as cited in Shen et al., 2012, p.210). Perie and Baker (1997, as cited in
Shen et al., 2012) revealed that teachers with greater job satisfaction encountered greater
support from the administration (Shen et al., 2012, p.210). It was concluded that “teacher
job satisfaction is higher with elementary school teachers as opposed to secondary school
teachers, more experienced teachers as opposed to less experienced teachers, and teachers
with advanced, regular, or probationary certification opposed to teachers with
provisional, temporary, emergency, or no certification” (Shen et al., 2012, p.222).
Lie and Nie (2003) investigated teachers’ perceptions of principal’s and
immediate supervisor’s empowering behaviors, teachers’ psychological empowerment
and its relationship with job satisfaction and organizational and professional commitment
(p.67). "The relationship between the social structural and psychological process of
empowerment, particularly regarding school leaders' empowering behaviors and teachers'
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psychological empowerment, is largely underexplored" (Lee & Nie, 2003, p.68). The
participants throughout this study consisted of 304 teachers in Singapore and concluded
that teachers' perceptions of principals' empowering behaviors influenced teachers' job
satisfaction and commitment, however, teacher empowerment warrants more empirical
attention due to its multifaceted process (Lee & Nie, 2003, pp.74, 77).
Balkar (2015) designed a study to determine the characteristics of an empowering
school culture in regards to teacher perceptions (p.205). Encompassing a "supportive
culture along with a high-involvement in workplaces brings out positive outcomes related
to the members of organizations and enabling members of organizations to take part in
decision-making is a key element of an empowerment culture" (Rondeau & Wagar, 2012,
as cited in Balkar, 2015, p.208). Balkar (2015) revealed:
The most significant role in improving school success certainly belongs to
teachers. Professional performance of teachers and their willingness to take
responsibilities are among the most important indicators of school success.
Teacher empowerment is the primary way to ensure the sustainability of teacher
professional development within school processes as it provides an opportunity
for improving teacher performance, by relating the improvement of performance
to school practices and problems at any time when the need arises. However,
teacher empowerment at schools can be possible only with a school culture which
facilitates empowerment. (Balkar, 2015, pp.209-210)
The participants in this study included 43 secondary school teachers working in
Gaziantep province of Turkey through a semi-structured interview method (Balkar, 2015,
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p.210) It was found that the participants believed the most significant indication of
empowerment is job satisfaction of teachers (Balkar, 2015, p.215).
Price (2012) examined the relationships between principals and teachers in an
effort to understand why and how they create suitable “trust outcomes of satisfaction,
unity, and commitment in schools” (p.40). Through the implementation of the Schools
and Staffing Survey, a national survey of districts, schools, teachers, and principals, this
study matched teachers to their principal in public elementary schools to first analyze the
relationships between the principals and their teachers that affect the principals’ attitudes
following a second analyses to explain the teachers’ attitudes (Price, 2012, p.43).
Through a linear regression, it was found that sharing control with teachers improves the
ideal principal outcomes and teacher involvement in decision-making improves
satisfaction and relationships with principals (Price, 2012, p.60). Price revealed:
The school climate and school effectiveness literature show trusting relationships
matter and that the corresponding satisfaction, cohesion, and commitment level
positively impact school climate and student learning (Bryk, Sebring,
Allensworth, Easton, & Luppescu, 2010; Cohen et al., 2009; Goddard et al., 2007,
Hallinger & Leithwood, 1994, Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989 as cited in Price, 2012).
An emphasis on positive school climate has been of importance to practitioners
and policy makers since the 1980s (see Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1985).
Research shows that sound values and norms support student learning (Bryk et al.,
1993; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Coleman & Hoffer, 1987) and keep students from
failing (Bryk & Thum, 1989). School climates impact teachers' self-worth,
which, in turn, affect their teaching abilities (Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989; Walhstrom
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& Louis, 2008). Positive student and shared relationships heighten individual
teacher and administrative levels of satisfaction with their jobs (Dinham & Scott,
1998). Teacher job satisfaction and commitment are fundamental to student
learning (Hulpia et al., 2009; Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989). Supportive and unified
leaders strongly predict teachers' levels of commitment (Firestone & Wilson,
1985; Hulpia et al., 2009). Thus one way to improve learning in schools is to
center on improving the relationships between principals and their staff that
generate satisfied and committed and therefore more effective teachers. (Price,
2012, p.69)
The shift toward shared leadership has led schools and districts to analyze what
they believe, how they are structured, characteristics of their school culture, which is
included in the school community, and what the job expectations are for each individual
(Neuman & Simmons, 2000, p.10) . When the authority and responsibility for the
decisions are shared, a solid foundation for improvements is established and persist, as
well as the students’ opportunities to achieve are increased (Neuman & Simmons, 2000,
p.10). Distributed leadership allows mutual agreements regarding changes to remain in
use for some years, rather than ending when new leadership takes place (Neuman &
Simmons, 2000, p.11). Districts and schools will have the ability to make more enduring
improvements in student achievement with distributed leadership (Neuman & Simmons,
2000, p.12).
Student learning and achievement are the primary focus of educators. Aliakbari
& Amoli (2016) revealed, “Perceptions of teacher empowerment were related to student
achievement and teacher empowerment was found to be important in classroom and
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instructional decisions that enhance organizational effectiveness and improve student
performance” (p.656).
Influences of Teacher Involvement in Decision Making on Student
Achievement. As stated in the National Education Association Policy Brief under the
NEA Policy Recommendations (2013), "education stakeholders should consider ensuring
that the state has a broad range of indicators of school supports, process, and outcomes"
(p.4). Student learning can be an indicator of school productivity through the consideration
of many, valid, and reliable methods of student learning and these methods should be
created with the collaboration of teachers and other stakeholders (p.4). In addition to this,
school resources and processes such as funding, leadership and staff experience, and school
building and environmental ratings should be reported in a visible manner (p.4).
School leadership increases student achievement when it is linked with a
supportive school climate that promotes shared leadership between teachers and
principals (Helterbran, 2010, p.363). Principals and teachers have key roles in the
management of a school and when leadership is shared or distributed it will be most
effective (Gronn, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006, as cited in Helterbran, 2010, p.364).
Educators are held accountable for student outcomes, and schools need to make a
major shift to shared leadership where the principal becomes a "staff developer"
(Wilhelm, 2012, pp.62-63). "Shared leadership is a powerful path to school improvement
because it generates ownership of school-wide student outcomes" (Wilhelm, 2013, p.66).
Teacher leadership is a key factor regarding student success which compels
teachers to be involved in the decisions that relate to students and their success (Smith,
1999, as cited in Consenza, 2015, p.80). It is a collaborative effort that empowers
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teachers to become involved in productive impacts throughout the school environment
(Greenlee, 2007, cited in Consenza, 2015, p.80). As Consenza stated by Barth (1990), if
teachers are engaged and “empowered as school leaders, everyone can benefit and the
success of school initiatives will have greater success” (Consenza, 2015, p.81). “The
development of teacher leadership is increasingly viewed as an important factor in
improving schools, improving student achievement, and retaining teachers for the long
term” (Cosenza, 2015, p.81). Consenza, (2015) examined how teachers define teacher
leadership and compared these findings to the seven domains of the teacher leader model
standards. Interviews were conducted from 22 female participants from two different
suburban communities in southern California. Fourteen of these participants were from
an elementary school and 8 were from a middle school. The participants were asked to
define teacher leadership, and the responses supported six of the seven domains of the
Teacher Leader Standards. The findings of this study offer additional information to
educators regarding the value of leadership roles among teachers and reveal the ability
teachers have to act as leaders while remaining in the classroom (Consenza, 2015, p.97).
However, more research is necessary to cultivate a more accurate interpretation regarding
the impact of teacher leadership on student achievement (Consenza, 2015, p.98).
Musselman et al., (2014) portrayed teacher leadership as a method for refining
teaching and learning practices with the intention of increasing student achievement. A
study was conducted to determine if differences were present within teacher leadership
survey items throughout Kentucky high schools. A regression analysis was used to
distinguish high-performing and low-performing schools by displaying the relationship
between student achievement and poverty, then identifying schools that academically
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performed at least one-standard deviation above or below the prediction (Musselman et
al., 2014). Using a T-test of independent means to compare the low-performing and
high-performing groups regarding the percent agreeing on the items included in Model
Teacher Leader Standard Domains, items within Domain IV (Facilitating Improvements
in Instruction and Student Learning) and Domain VI (Improving Collaboration and
Outreach with Community) were found to be statistically different in rural high schools
(Musselman et al., 2014). The teacher leadership responses from the TELL survey in the
high-performing schools where teachers can support each other as instructional leaders
were culturally different regarding teacher leadership. Teacher leaders are essential to
attaining continuous and successful school improvement, and principals need to provide
teachers with opportunities to be leaders in their school (Musselman et al., 2014).
Summary
Although the above-mentioned studies examined many aspects of teacher
empowerment, teacher leadership, teachers' professional intentions, school climate, and
student achievement, there is still much to know on involving teachers in decision
making as organizations exist. Furthermore, there is a need for more current research to
be conducted on the relationship of teacher distributed leadership and its effect on
indicators of school productivity.
Some of the most important research that clarifies the relationships among
selected variables affecting teachers' perceptions of working conditions has transpired
from a multi-year study of schools in Chicago (Bryk et al., 2010). Bryk and Schneider
(2002) concluded that the level of "relational trust" (good social relationships) between
teachers, and between teachers and students, is associated with achievement. These

35

findings are consistent with prior work indicating that teacher distributed leadership
affects the efforts that teachers put into their teaching, the goals they set for themselves
and their level of aspiration (Rosenholtz, 1990). Clearly, any profound analysis of
teachers' working conditions must identify all factors that define the specific components
of school climate, from teachers' decision-making power to levels of satisfaction and
career intentions (Brky & Shneider, 2002; Bryk et al., 2010). More recent
comprehensive empirical studies by Ladd (2009), Johnson, Kraft, and Papay (2012), and
Ferguson and Hirsch (2014) for the MET Project employed survey data from various
states to evaluate the impact of teaching and learning environments on academic
achievement. Utilizing school-level value-added scores and TELL Survey data, Ladd
(2009) found that working conditions predict school-level value-added scores in
mathematics and, to some degree, in reading, over and above the difference explained by
school-level student and teacher demographic characteristics. Of the five working
conditions that Ladd investigated, school leadership surfaced as the most important
component of achievement in mathematics, while teachers' ratings of facilities had the
greatest correlation with reading achievement. Johnson et al. (2012) found that in
underprivileged schools, better-perceived teaching environments are related to higher
student academic results. Finally, Ferguson and Hirsch's (2014) assessment of the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation's MET project discovered significant connections among the
four areas of teaching conditions in the TELL survey (namely, control of student
behavior, demand on time, professional autonomy and professional development) and
student value-added improvements. These empirical studies suggest that teachers' ability
to provide effective instruction and enable learning for their students is deeply affected
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by the environment in which they work, but also that this context may differ considerably
from one school to another.
The above empirical findings signify the importance of the school environment
regarding the aspects of schools as institutions/organizations and the relations among
people within schools that affect the behavior (i.e., satisfaction, career intention) of each
individual (i.e., teacher) affiliated with the school. This study seeks to build upon prior
studies on “teacher distributed leadership” and provide a sound statistical analysis
(namely, hierarchical multiple regression) that can help answer questions, fill knowledge
gaps, and generate practical and theoretical perspectives regarding the climate and
general working conditions in Tennessee public schools.
Based on the literature, the researcher concluded that a gap in knowledge was
present regarding teacher distributed leadership in relation to teacher retention, teacher
satisfaction, and student achievement. The present study contributed to the existing
literature regarding teacher leadership, while implementing more complex analytical
methods to answer questions that were not completely addressed or were unaddressed
previously.
The next chapter provides thorough descriptions of the process in which the study
was conducted. A review of the purpose of this study, the study design, a description of
the sample and a proposed analyses is included.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between teachers’
perceived empowerment with respect to pedagogical and administrative issues at their
school and three outcomes linked to school productivity: teacher retention, teacher
satisfaction, and student proficiency in basic skills.
After a restatement of the research questions, the present chapter begins with an
explanation of the general methodology employed in this study—specifically, secondary
analysis of an existing set of survey data. Immediately following is a description of the
Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Questionnaire from which these
survey data were derived and a discussion of that instrument’s psychometric properties.
Therein, particular attention is given to the psychometric properties of the items used to
operationalize the teacher empowerment construct that serves as this study’s independent
variable of interest.
In the next section, an outline is provided of the conditions under which the
secondary data specific to this study were collected; supplemented by tables that
statistically describe the more than 60,000 educators and 1,400 Tennessee schools whose
responses constitute the present dataset. A final section of the chapter provides a
statement of the analytic strategies to be employed in answering the research questions
following:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
future professional intentions as “stayers,” “movers,” or “leavers”?
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2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
general satisfaction with their working conditions?
3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and student
proficiency in reading and mathematics at the elementary level and algebra and English
at the secondary level?
Overall Methodology
According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), research is usually categorized in
terms of its general methodology, as qualitative, quantitative, experimental, or nonexperimental. When employing a quantitative approach, questionnaires, tests, records,
standardized observation instruments, and existing data bases can serve as appropriate
sources for data (Patton, 1997). Common to the quantitative approach is the utilization of
data from human samples and the placing of that the data in predetermined categories for
statistical analysis, the intended result being an unbiased and objective interpretation of
data (Creswell, 2008).
Drawing upon existing data sources, the researcher approached the three research
questions posed by this study quantitatively and non-experimentally, working in a mode
of inquiry commonly referred to as “analysis of secondary data” or more simply
“secondary analysis.”
According to Hakim (1982), secondary data analysis may be defined as “further
analysis of an existing data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge
additional to, or different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection
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and its results” (p. 1). On this definition, specific uses to which such analyses may be put
include:


Condensed reports (such as social area analysis based on selected social
indicators)



More detailed reports (offering additional detail on the same topic)



Reports which focus on a particular sub-topic (such as unemployment) or
social group (such as ethnic minority)



Reports angled towards a particular policy issue or question



Analyses based on a conceptual framework or theory not applied to the
original analysis



Re-analyses which take advantage of more sophisticated analytical techniques
to test hypotheses and answer questions in a more comprehensive and succinct
manner than in the original report. (Hakim, 1982, p. 1)

Given the uses Hakim outlined, the present study would appear to lend itself to
secondary analysis in three respects. First, it focuses on a particular set of “subtopics”
included in the original study—namely, teachers’ roles in decision-making, teachers’
professional plans, and teachers’ level of satisfaction with their working conditions—and
examines these three subtopics in relation to each other. Second, in merging these
perceptual data with student outcomes, the study enables additional study of how
empowering teachers as decision makers might influence school productivity: this
premise underlying the theory and practice of “high involvement management” (Lawler,
1986). Finally, going beyond a simple description of questionnaire outcomes in terms of
frequencies and percentages, as exemplified by the state- district- and school-level TELL
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reports that have been published online, the present study applies somewhat “more
sophisticated analytical techniques to . . . answer questions” (Hakim, p. 1) that were
either not fully addressed or were unaddressed previously.
Instrument
Context and History. A review of the literature indicates that a wide variety of
measures of the school environment—whether conceived of under the aegis of “school
climate,” “learning environment” “teacher working conditions,” etc.—are in use. Witcher
(1993) reviewed several of these measures and found that those that resulted in the most
reliable assessments were those that generated information about multiple aspects of the
school—including “an emphasis on academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating
curriculum, professional collegiality, and closeness to parents and community.”
According to Witcher, these most reliable instruments were also easy for respondents to
understand, were appropriate to several levels of schooling and possessed of adequate
evidence of psychometric validity and reliability.
A school climate instrument that is widely thought to meet these requirements is
the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Questionnaire (TELL). Originally
developed in 2002 by the New Teacher Center (NTC), the instrument made its debut in
North Carolina but since then has been administered across 18 states to nearly 1.5 million
educators (New Teacher Center, 2016). Currently being implemented in six states and in
three metropolitan school districts, the TELL continues to provide information to both
policymakers and practitioners about the following eight research-based constructs:
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Time—Available time to plan, to collaborate, to provide instruction, and to
eliminate barriers in order to maximize instructional time during the school
day



Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers;



Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school;



Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct
issues and ensure a safe school environment;



Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom
and school practices;



School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting,
supportive environments and address teacher concerns;



Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities
for educators to enhance their teaching;



Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (TELL Tennessee Research Brief,
2013).

In addition to information about the aforementioned climate-related constructs,
the TELL also provides some synoptic indicators of the respondents’ level of satisfaction
with the school as “overall . . . a good place to work and learn” as well as sense of the
respondents’ “immediate professional intentions.” These professional intentions embrace
such choices as to whether the respondent intends to remain at his/her current school, to
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transfer to another school or district, or to leave the classroom for another position, either
administrative, non-administrative, or entirely outside of education. Perhaps as a way to
increase the response rate by preserving anonymity, the TELL seeks only a modicum of
demographic information (i.e., total years of teaching experience, number years at the
school, grades served by the respondents’ school).
Informed by the TELL’s precedent use in the legacy Memphis City Schools as an
element of the district’s partnership with the Gates Foundation, the Tennessee
Department of Education (TDOE) subsequently adopted the TELL as its measure of
choice with respect to school climate issues. Although the state has since moved on to a
different instrument with different purposes, the first statewide administration of the
TELL occurred in 2011 and was succeeded by a second statewide administration in 2013.
The data in which the current study is grounded was obtained directly from the New
Teacher Center, was released to University of Memphis faculty and staff, and derives
from the second of the two administrations.
Psychometric Properties of the TELL
Some degree of informal or prima facie evidence of the validity of the TELL
instrument seems inherent in the instrument’s longevity and widespread adoption. This
sort of testimonial evidence aside, however, resources provided on the TELL TN website
not only chart the evolution of the instrument’s “content validity” but also report on
statistical analyses pertinent to the reliability and “structural validity” of the eight
research-based constructs alluded to previously. As summarized in a Spring 2013
research brief published on the TELL TN website, the items developed for the first
iteration of the instrument originated in one part from a wide-ranging literature review of
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research on the role of working conditions on teacher dissatisfaction and teacher mobility
and in another part from School and Staffing Survey data. Over and above these issues of
“content validity,” the same research brief also points to studies done to establish the
instrument’s “structural validity.” Using data taken from 400,000 teachers from 5,000
schools in 12 states, Swanlund (2011) used a combination of factor analysis and “Rasch
measurement modeling” to examine the dimensionality of the instrument. In his
analyses, Swanlund found more constructs (13) than the eight that the instrument
purported to measure. However, Swanlund went on to note that the additional constructs
seemed also to fit comfortably within the eight-construct framework, with the additional
five clusters of items serving to refine four of the original domains. When an early wave
of TELL Tennessee data was analyzed using an approach similar to Swanlund’s, the
analyst identified 10 constructs, with the Facilities and Resources construct and
Instructional Practices and Support construct each splitting into two subsets.
The tendency for TELL items intended to measure a single construct to devolve
into more than one item subgroup is also demonstrated by a fine-grained analysis of the
eight items constituting the independent variable of interest in this study, specifically
teachers’ perceived role in school decision making or teacher “empowerment.” While one
set of the items grouped under the Teacher Leadership aegis about ask whether teachers
are perceived as leaders. The items focused on in this study ask about the extent to which
teachers are empowered to act as leaders—specifically, that they are collectively
empowered to make school-wide decisions with respect to the following eight domains:
a) Selecting instructional materials and resources
b) Devising teaching techniques
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c) Setting grading and student assessment practices
d) Determining the content of in-service professional development programs
e) Establishing student discipline procedures
f) Providing input on how the school budget will be spent
g) The selection of teachers new to this school
h) School improvement planning
Commensurate with the high internal consistency reliability reported by TELL
Tennessee for other of the survey’s items groupings (Coefficient a >= .83), Cronbach’s
alpha was found to be at or above .85 for the aforementioned set of teacher empowerment
items, given more than 1,700 school means. However, likewise commensurate with other
constructs measured by the TELL, two interpretable item clusters emerge when the
performance of these eight items is scrutinized further. Performing a principal
components analysis followed by a varimax rotation suggested that a two-factor solution
provides a good fit to the data, with some items clustering about “pedagogicallyoriented” concerns (domains a, b, and c) and others clustering about more
“administratively-oriented” issues (domains d, e, f, g, and h). For the eight items that are
this study’s focus, means, standard deviations, item loadings, and communalities are
provided in Table 1.
In sum, while there appear to be more constructs being measured by the TELL
than an eight-construct description would suggest, the difference does not undermine the
contention that one can draw valid inferences from the instrument. Indeed, what
subsequent analyses seem to indicate is that groups of TELL items do in the main
“measure what they purport to measure” (Popham, 2011) but that more fine-grained
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conclusions about rather broad school climate-related topics may be drawn about from
specific groups of TELL items, teacher empowerment among them.
Sampling: Individual Level
After the TELL data was obtained from the New Teacher Center, they were
loaded into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences to obtain a descriptive portrait
of the respondents and their responses. As Table 2 shows, about 44% of the 60,000 plus
sample counted themselves as being from elementary institutions, roughly equal
proportions linked themselves to middle schools (27.5%) and high schools (27.9%), and
less than 1% indicated their connection to some “special” educational site (0.5%). Absent
about 2% of all respondents who did not declare what position they occupied at their
institution, nearly 90% of the respondents remaining indicated that they were teachers
(1.8%) or assistant principals (2.0), and the rest as some “other” education professional.
While about 2% of the respondents also failed to indicate how long they had been an
educator, slightly more than 45% indicated that their careers spanned 10 or fewer years
(45.1%), while slightly fewer than 54% indicated that their careers exceeded 10 years
(53.6%). With respect to school tenure, more than half of the respondents noted that they
had been at their current schools six or fewer years, while a little less than half put their
tenure at more than six years.
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Table 1
Summary of Item and Factor loading for Varimax Orthogonal Rotation for Eight TELL
Tennessee Teacher Leadership Items
Item

Factor Loadings
M

SD

1

2

h2

Providing input on how the school
budget will be spent

1.98

0.46

0.83

0.15

0.72

The selection of teachers new to
this school

1.73

0.54

0.76

0.02

0.57

School improvement planning

2.93

0.41

0.72

0.33

0.63

Establishing student discipline
procedures

2.85

0.42

0.71

0.27

0.58

Determining the content of inservice professional development
programs

2.38

0.41

0.69

0.42

0.65

Devising teaching techniques

3.39

0.30

0.25

0.87

0.82

Setting grading and student
assessment practices

3.07

0.34

0.12

0.85

0.74

Selecting instructional materials
and resources

3.12

0.34

0.26

0.83

0.76
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Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at the Individual Level (N = 61341)

Characteristic

f

%

School Level
Elementary
High
Middle
Special

24185
15130
15039
279

44.3
27.7
27.5
0.5

Position
Teacher
Principal
Assistant Principal
Other Education Professional
Not Answered

54633
1107
1213
3199
1189

89.1
1.8
2.0
5.2
1.9

Years of Experience
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

3552
5698
8051
9782
18412
14471
1375

5.8
9.3
13.1
15.9
30.0
23.6
2.2

Years at the School
First Year
2-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-10 Years
11-20 Years
20+ years
Not Answered

8392
10906
11799
10394
12194
5686
1970

13.7
17.8
19.2
16.9
19.9
9.3
3.2
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Sampling: School Level
When these data were aggregated to the school-level and merged with TDOEsupplied information, some 1,425 institutions were found to have non-missing values on
the intake and outcome variables that were projected for use in this study. As shown in
Table 3, with respect to intake variables pertinent to students, TDOE statistics indicated
that on average slightly more than 60% of such students qualify for free and reduced
lunch (61.7%), a little more than one-quarter could be categorized as being non-White
(26.6%). and about 15% might be classified as subject to some sort of learning disability
(14.6%). As also shown in Table 3, with respect to intake variables pertinent to faculty,
responses to TELL items indicated that, on average, somewhat more than half of
educators at these institutions claimed more than 10 years of experience (55.8%), while a
somewhat smaller proportion indicated their having been employed at their present
school more than six years (50.0%). In terms of future professional intentions, Table 2
also reveals that almost 85% of all TELL respondents indicated on average that they
planned to keep working at their present schools (84.6%), as contrasted with roughly 6%
and 9% who respectively planned to “move” to another district or school (5.9%) or to
“leave” the classroom altogether (9.4%). Consistent with these outcomes, next shown in
Table 3 is that, on being asked whether their school “is a good place to work and learn,”
most educators on average selected the “agree” response (M = 3.16, SD = 0.26), this
choice denoting a rather high level of overall satisfaction with how their school functions.
Insofar as the academic performance of students might exercise a influence on
teacher satisfaction and teacher retention—teacher empowerment, notwithstanding—a
three-year school performance index was constructed using the percent of students
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proficient and advanced n reading and mathematics at the elementary level and in algebra
and English at the secondary level for 2010 through 2012. Averaging across these two
subject matter percentages and then obtaining a frequency distribution of the averages
facilitated classification of both elementary and secondary schools relative to their own
school type. After the manner of a state-developed categorization of schools as being
“priority” or “reward” based on test scores, sampled schools were classified as being one
of the following:


“low performing” (at or below 25th percentile in student proficiency and coded as
“1”),



“moderately performing” (between the 25th and 75th percentile in student
proficiency and coded as “2”), or



“high performing” (at or above the 75th percentile and coded as “3”).
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample at the Institutional Level (N = 1425)

All
(N = 1425)

Elementary
(n = 693)

Secondary
(n = 732)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Free Reduced Lunch (%)

60.7

21.24

62.5

23.18

59.0

19.09

Minority Students (%)

26.6

27.44

30.9

28.43

22.6

25.84

Students w/ Disabilities
(%)

14.6

4.98

15.6

4.71

13.6

5.04

Teachers w/ more than 10
Years' Experience (%)

55.8

13.25

56.4

13.96

55.3

12.52

Teachers w/ more than 6
Years' Tenure (%)

50.0

16.53

50.2

17.24

49.7

15.84

Respondents 'Staying' (%)

84.6

11.01

86.0

11.17

83.4

10.70

Respondents 'Moving' (%)

5.9

7.73

6.0

8.12

5.9

7.35

Respondents 'Leaving' (%)

9.4

6.79

8.0

6.33

10.7

6.96

Overall Satisfaction

3.2

0.26

3.2

0.27

3.1

0.25

Characteristic
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Table 4 provides means and standard deviations pertinent to the construction of the
index, along with information concerning student outcomes that are directly relevant to
answering Research Question 3.
Table 4
School Performance Indices Based on Student Proficiency in Basic Subjects/Courses
TDOE TCAP
Achievement Indices
2010-2013

Read Proficiency (%)
Math Proficiency (%)

TDOE EOC
Achievement Indices
2010-2013
Secondary (N = 289)

Performance Indices
2010-2013

All Schools
Elementary Only
Secondary Only

All
(N = 1191)

Elementary
(n = 693)

Middle
(n = 298)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

47.4
42.8

14.23
14.85

47.5
46.1

15.02
14.62

47.3
38.3

13.05
13.94

English
Proficiency
(%)
M
SD
60.0

13.64

Algebra
Proficiency
(%)
M
SD
49.0

14.88

ACT Composite
Score
M

SD

19.0

1.97

Low
Performing
(1)

Moderately
Performing
(2)

High
Performing
(3)

f

%

f

%

f

%

348
291
72

24.42
24.52
25.09

722
603
144

50.67
50.80
50.17

355
293
71

24.91
24.68
24.74
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Proposed Analyses
Hierarchical multiple regression will be the analytic strategy used to answer all
three research questions, with a four-block procedure used to answer Research Questions
1 and 2 and a three-block procedure used to answer Research Question 3. For the former
questions, three student-oriented variables will be entered in the first block (Percent
Free/Reduced Lunch, Percent Minority, and Percent Students with Disabilities), followed
by a second block of faculty- oriented” variables (Percent of Faculty with More than 10
Years’ Experience, Percent of Faculty with More than Six Years’ Tenure). Where the
outcome is not about student outcomes split out by elementary or secondary school
status, a block of two institutional variables concerning the school’s level (as elementary
or secondary) and providing its performance index (as low, moderate, or high) will be
included. To isolate their impact, two indices of teacher empowerment will be entered in
a third and final block.
With respect to the three research questions, the aforementioned outcomes vary.
For research question 1, the percentages of “stayers,” “movers,” and “leavers” at the
school are the outcomes requiring explanation. These percentages emerge from faculty
responses to the options to the single TELL Tennessee item concerning future
professional intentions. For research question 2, the school-level mean for the single
TELL Tennessee item concerning respondents’ overall level of agreement with the
school’s being “a good place to work and learn” will serve as the outcome of interest.
Finally, for research question 3, the outcomes of interest are grounded in TDOE measures
of school accountability: specifically, the percentage of students who have been declared
proficient and advanced in reading and mathematics at the elementary level; and the
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percentage of students who have been declared proficient and advanced in Algebra I and
English II at the secondary level. Irrespective of the dependent variable targeted, where
statistical significance is observed with respect to the two independent variables aimed at
measuring teacher empowerment, it may be concluded that either one, both, or neither
encourage, detract, or have no empirical impact on teacher retention, teacher satisfaction,
or student proficiency in basic skills.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between educators’
perceived empowerment with respect to making decisions about pedagogical and
administrative issues and three outcomes related to school productivity—teacher
retention, teacher satisfaction, and student proficiency in basic skills. Deriving from this
overall purpose are the more specific research questions that follow:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
future professional intentions as “stayers,” “movers,” or “leavers”?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their
general satisfaction with their working conditions?
3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and student
proficiency in reading and mathematics at the elementary level and algebra and English
at the secondary level?
The chapter opens with an inspection of the descriptive statistics underwriting the
multiple regression analyses employed to answer the three research questions.
Accompanied by brief discussions, summaries of the aforementioned multiple regression
analyses are provided for each research question in turn. A brief synopsis of what was
learned from these analyses concludes the chapter.
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Descriptive Statistics
Inspection of the zero-order correlation matrix that summarizes the relationships
between the seven “control” variables employed in these analyses and the two
independent variables (i.e., means on the administrative and pedagogical factors)
suggests that, without too much overlap, at least five of the seven are relevant to
explaining variation in the latter (see Table 5). With the exception of variables indexing
faculty experience and tenure, variables addressing student-oriented and institutionaloriented characteristics consistently appear to be related to teachers’ empowerment as
regards administrative and pedagogical issues.
With respect to administrative decision making, generally small but significantly
positive correlations are observed for the three student-oriented variables—percent of
students on free and reduced lunch (r = .04, p < .05), percent of minority students (r =
.15, p < .01), percent of students with disabilities (r = .06, p < .05)—as well as for the
school’s proficiency level (r = .09, p < .01). Also statistically significant is the school
status as either elementary or secondary. As the sign on the school status is negative, the
indication is that teachers’ perceived administrative empowerment is higher at elementary
rather than secondary schools (r = -.41, p < .01).
With respect to pedagogical decision making, however, many of the
aforementioned relationships are reversed. Here, generally small but significantly
negative correlations are observed for the three student-oriented variables, indicating that
teachers’ perceived pedagogical empowerment increases with declines in the percent of
students on free and reduced lunch (r =-.16, p < .01), the percent of minority students (r =
-.23, p < .01), and percent of students with disabilities (r = .11, p < .05). Although the

56

positive relationship between empowerment and the school’s proficiency level persists
despite the change in focus (r = .11, p < .01), perceived pedagogical empowerment would
appear to be significantly higher not just at secondary institutions (r = .32, p < .01), but
also at institutions with a larger share of faculty with more than six years’ tenure (r = .06,
p < .05).
When the seven outcomes of interest in this study are examined in relation to the
nine control and independent variables previously discussed, all but a fraction of the 52
correlations computed are observed to be statistically significant (see Table 6). Without
controlling for other, confounding influences, correlations between teacher administrative
empowerment are consistently positive for the percent of teachers’ “staying” (r = .24, p <
.01), the level of teacher satisfaction (r = .29, p < .01), and the percent of proficient
students in basic subjects at the elementary (r = .15, p < .0) and the secondary (r = .10,
ns) levels.
With respect to pedagogical empowerment, correlations with the outcomes are
similarly positive and, without exception, statistically significant for the percent of
teachers’ “staying” (r = .34, p < .01), the level of teacher satisfaction (r = .31, p < .01),
and the percent of proficient students in basic subjects at the elementary (r = .13, p < .01)
and the secondary (r = .20, p < .01) levels.
Given the positive relationships between both types of empowerment and the
percent of teachers’ “staying,” it is perhaps unsurprising to observe that the percent of
teachers intending to “move” to another school or district or to “leave” the classroom
entirely are significantly negatively related to providing teachers with larger roles in
decision making. Inspection of the set of correlations between empowerment type by
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teachers intention reveals lower pedagogical empowerment to be more strongly linked to
teacher “movers” (r = -.38, p < .01) than lower administrative empowerment (r = -.16, p
< .01, and lower administrative empowerment to be more strongly linked to teacher
“leavers” (r = -.21, p < .01) than lower pedagogical empowerment (r = -.13, p < .01).
Inspection of the correlations between the six outcome variables and the three
student-oriented, two faculty-oriented, and two institutional-oriented variables included
as “controls” for exogenous influences reveals control variables involving students
tending to depress the outcomes and control variables involving faculty tending to
enhance the outcomes. While teachers’ “staying” appears to be more common at
elementary schools (r = -.12, p < .01).and teachers’ “leaving” more common at secondary
institutions (r = .20, p < .01), higher school proficiency levels seem consistently to
promote greater teacher retention and teacher satisfaction (r = .24, p < .01; r = .24, p <
.01, respectively).
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Table 5
Zero-Order Correlation Matrix Summarizing the Relationships between the Seven Control Variables and Two Independent
Variables Employed in the Study
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1. F/R Lunch Students (%)

1

.40**

.27**

-.15**

-.10**

-.08**

-.71**

.04*

-.16**

1

-.15**

-.20**

-.43**

-.15**

-.41**

.15**

-.23**

1

-.01*

.08**

-.20**

-.12**

.06*

-.11**

1

.65**

-.04*

.17**

.05*

-.04*

1

-.01*

.20**

-.03*

.06*

1

-.04*

-.41**

.32**

1

.09**

.11**

1

-.06*

2. Minority Students (%)
3. Students w/ Disabilities (%)
4. Faculty Experience (%)
5. Faculty Tenure (%)
6. School Status (E/S)
7. School Proficiency Level
8. Administrative Mean
9. Pedagogical Mean

1

* p < .05. two-tailed;**p < .01, two-tailed.
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Table 6
Zero-Order Correlation Matrix Summarizing the Relationships between the Seven Control Variables and Two Independent
Variables and the Seven Dependent Variables Employed in the Study

Stayers
%

Movers
%

Leavers
%

Satisfaction
(M)

Proficiency
(Elementary)

Proficiency
(Secondary)

1. F/R Lunch Students (%)

-.21**

.24**

.07**

-.20**

-.80**

-.75**

2. Minority Students (%)

-.37**

.36**

.19**

-.25**

-.42**

-.44**

3. Students w/ Disabilities (%)

.02*

.04*

-.08**

.00*

-.17**

-.35**

4. Faculty Experience (%)

.24**

-.27**

-.09**

.10**

.18**

.27**

5. Faculty Tenure (%)

.31**

-.32**

-.15**

.14**

.19**

.25**

6. School Status (E/S)

-.12**

-.01*

.20**

-.04*

NA

NA

7. School Proficiency Level

.24**

-.25**

-.11**

.24**

.85**

.86**

8. Administrative Mean

.24**

-.16**

-.21**

.29**

.15**

.10*

9. Pedagogical Mean

.34**

-.38**

-.13**

.31**

.13**

.20**

Source

* p < .05. two-tailed;**p < .01, two-tailed.
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Assumption Checks for the Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses
For the six hierarchical multiple regressions that were conducted to answer the
research questions, the statistical outcomes were strongly foreshadowed by the zero-order
correlations previously discussed. In attempting to fit these six regression models to the
data, procedures outlined by Field (2013) were followed to check for linearity and
unusual cases and to determine whether the statistical assumptions of homoscedasticity,
normality, and independence were tenable (p.316). With no violations of these
assumptions observed, final regressions were conducted with the answers to the questions
as follows:
Research Question 1
What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect
to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their future
professional intentions as “stayers,” “movers,” or “leavers”?
Summary of Regression Analysis of Teacher Empowerment and “Staying”
Block 1 Outcomes: Student Demographic Variables. As presented in Table 7,
the three student demographic variables included in block one collectively explain a
statistically significant proportion of the variance in the percentage of teachers “staying”
at the school (F(3, 1421) = 78.74, p < .001, R2 = .14). Inspection of the block statistics
reveals the percent of minority students to have the largest beta weight and thus the
greatest importance among the student- oriented demographic variables in explaining the
percent of school “stayers,” ( = -0.34, t = -12.24, p < .001).
Block 2 Outcomes: Faculty Demographic Variables. Over and above the
student-related demographic variables, the addition of the two faculty-oriented
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demographic variables in block two does not appear to improve the overall “fit” of the
model to the data but does nevertheless seem to explain a significant proportion of
variance in the percentage of “stayers” (F(2, 1419) = 32.07, p < .001, R2 = .18). While
both faculty-oriented demographic variables are statistically significantly related to
teachers’ “staying,” the mean percent of faculty with more than ten years’ experience
appears to be less important in this respect than the mean percent of faculty with more
than ten years’ tenure ( = 0.08, t = 2.58, p = .010 compared to  = 0.14, t = 4.07, p <
.001). The contributions of either of the faculty-oriented variables, notwithstanding, it is
still the percentage of minority students at this point in the analysis that is the variable of
greatest importance to explaining variation in the percent of faculty “stayers” ( = -0.27, t
= -8.83, p < .001).
Block 3 Outcome: Institutional Demographic Variables. As was the case with
the addition of the two faculty-oriented demographic variables, the overall “fit” of the
model to the data does not seem to improve with the addition of the two variables related
to institutional demographics. Nevertheless, a statistically significant three percent
increase in the proportion of variance in the percentage of school “stayers” is explained
by the inclusion of these variables (F(2, 1417) = 24.98, p < .001, R2 = .21)., this increase
largely owing to knowledge of the school’s status ( = -0.17, t = -6.69, p < .001) rather
than the school’s proficiency level ( = 0.04, t = 1.21, p = .227). Although the school’s
status as an elementary institution is an important predictor of the percent of teachers who
intend to “stay” at the school, status still runs a distant second to the percent of the
student body who are of minority background ( = -0.31, t = -10.02, p < .001). Given
these two predictors and some knowledge of the faculty’s disposition to stay in the
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profession generally ( = 0.08, t = 2.45, p = .014) and at this school in particular ( =
0.12, t = 3.56, p < .001), the importance of the percentage of students on free and reduced
lunch would seem to wane as a predictor of teacher retention ( = -0.03, t = -0.88, p =
0.377).
Block 4 Outcomes: Teacher Empowerment Variables. To sum up the results
of the analyses to this point, higher percentages of “stayers” may be found at elementary
schools with lower percentages of minority students and students with disabilities. At
these schools, there appear to be more faculty with more than six years’ tenure and more
faculty tend to have more than 10 years’ experience. Controlling for these factors, links
between the percent of school “stayers” and the percent of students on free and reduced
lunch and links between the percent of school “stayers” and the school’s proficiency level
are not statistically significantly different from zero.
The addition of the two teacher empowerment variables in block four does
nothing to contradict the findings of the previous three blocks. Rather, the addition of
these variables not only improves the general “fit” of the model to these data but also
increases the proportion of variance explained in the percent of school stayers by roughly
15% (F(9, 1415) = 89.39, p < .001, R2 = .36). Of the two variables measuring
empowerment, the pedagogical appears to edge out the administrative in promoting
teacher retention ( = 0.33, t = 14.39, p < .000 compared with  = 0.24, t = 10.00, p <
.000), and of the nine variables examined appears to outweigh the importance of all
others in fostering teacher retention, be they student, faculty, or institutional variables.
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Table 7
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Percentage of School “Stayers” (N = 1425)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1421) = 78.74, p < .001, R2 = .14
F/R Lunch Students (%)

-0.04

0.01

-0.07

-2.52

0.012

Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.02
-0.14

0.06
0.01

-0.01
-0.34

-0.38
-12.24

0.707
0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 14191) = 62.14, p < .001, R2 = .18,
F Change (2, 1419) = 32.07, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.04
-0.02
-0.11

0.01
0.06
0.01

-0.08
-0.01
-0.27

-2.62
-0.36
-8.83

0.009
0.720
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

0.07
0.09

0.03
0.02

0.08
0.14

2.58
4.07

0.010
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Institutional Demographics
Model Fit: F(7, 1417) = 52.99, p < .001, R2 = .21,
F Change (2, 1417) = 24.89, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.02
-0.12
-0.12

0.02
0.06
0.01

-0.03
-0.05
-0.31

-0.88
-2.05
-10.02

0.377
0.040
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level

0.06
0.08
-3.70
0.66

0.03
0.02
0.55
0.55

0.08
0.12
-0.17
0.04

2.45
3.56
-6.69
1.21

0.014
0.000
0.000
0.227
(Table Continues)
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Table 7 (Continued)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 4: All Demographics + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(9, 1415) = 89.39, p < .001, R2 = .36
F Change (2, 1415) = 171.98, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.02
-0.07
-0.11

0.02
0.05
0.01

-0.04
-0.03
-0.28

-1.19
-1.42
-9.92

0.235
0.157
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

0.07
0.08
-3.76
-0.10
2.75
3.90

0.02
0.02
0.55
0.50
0.28
0.27

0.09
0.13
-0.17
-0.01
0.24
0.33

3.11
4.02
-6.78
-0.20
10.00
14.39

0.002
0.000
0.000
0.840
0.000
0.000

Summary of Regression Analysis of Teacher Empowerment and “Moving”
To a great extent, the results of the analysis pertinent to teachers’ “moving” to a
different school or district is the obverse of the analysis of their “staying” at the same
school. As with teacher retention, student demographic variables by themselves explain
about 14% in the outcome: teachers are more inclined to move from schools with higher
percentages of students with disabilities ( = 0.07 t = 2.541, p = .011), students on free
and reduced lunch ( = 0.09 t = 3.01, p = .003), and, above all, minority students ( =
0.33, t = 11.89, p < .000). Including the two faculty-oriented variables in block two
increases the proportion of variance explained in the outcome by about 5%. To roughly
the same degree, both faculty experience ( = -0.11 t = -3.52, p <.000) and faculty tenure
( = -0.14, t = -3.95, p < .000) tend to discourage teachers’ moving, their impact serving
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to counterbalance to impact of student poverty and disability on encouraging teachers’
moving.
While the inclusion of faculty-oriented variables seems to have a slightly larger
impact on the percent of teacher “movers” than on the percent of teacher “stayers,” the
opposite would seem to be true for the inclusion of institutional-oriented variables. As the
block three statistics show, neither the school’s status ( = 0.04 t = 1.65, p =.100) nor the
school’s proficiency level ( = -0.05 t = -1.49, p =.137) are statistically significant
predictors of the outcome. As a result, no statistically significant change in the R2 is
noted.
In block four, the impact of the two teacher empowerment variables on the
percent of teacher “movers” is not unlike like the impact of the two teacher
empowerment variables on the percent of teacher “stayers.” The addition of these
variables not only improves the general “fit” of the model to these data but also increases
the proportion of variance explained in the percent of school “movers” by roughly 14%
(F(9, 1415) = 77.53, p < .001, R2 = .33). Of the two variables measuring empowerment,
the pedagogical notably edges out the administrative in promoting teacher movement (
= -0.34, t = -14.30, p < .000 compared with  = -0.19, t = -7.70, p < .000), and of the nine
variables examined appears to outweigh the importance of all others in encouraging
teachers to move to another school or district.
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Table 8
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Percentage of School “Movers” (N = 1425)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1421) = 78.87, p < .001, R2 = .14
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability
(%)
Minority Students (%)

0.03

0.01

0.09

3.01

0.003

0.10

0.04

0.07

2.54

0.011

0.09

0.01

0.33

11.89

0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1419) = 65.97, p < .001, R2 = .19,
F Change (2, 1419) = 40.11, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability
(%)
Minority Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

0.03

0.01

0.09

3.01

0.003

0.10

0.04

0.07

2.57

0.010

0.07
-0.06
-0.06

0.01
0.02
0.02

0.26
-0.11
-0.14

8.47
-3.52
-3.95

0.000
0.000
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Institutional Demographics
Model Fit: F(7, 1417) = 48.07, p < .001, R2 = .19
F Change (2, 1417) = 2.89, p = .056
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability
(%)
Minority Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level

0.02

0.01

0.05

1.25

0.213

0.12

0.04

0.08

2.99

0.003

0.07
-0.06
-0.06
0.64
-0.58

0.01
0.02
0.02
0.39
0.39

0.26
-0.11
-0.13
0.04
-0.05

8.43
-3.51
-3.66
1.65
-1.49

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.100
0.137
(Table Continues)
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Table 8 (Continued)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 4: All Demographics + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(9, 1415) = 77.53, p < .001, R2 = .33
F Change (2, 1415) = 146.17, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)

0.02
0.09

0.01
0.04

0.05
0.06

1.41
2.39

0.159
0.017

Minority Students (%)
Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

0.06
-0.07
-0.06
1.00
-0.15
-1.53
-2.79

0.01
0.02
0.01
0.40
0.36
0.20
0.20

0.23
-0.13
-0.13
0.06
-0.01
-0.19
-0.34

7.81
-4.39
-3.93
2.51
-0.42
-7.70
-14.30

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.012
0.675
0.000
0.000

Summary of Regression Analysis of Teacher Empowerment and “Leaving”
While teachers’ “leaving” appears to be influenced by their being empowered to
make decisions about administrative and, especially, pedagogical issues, the influence
exercised appears to be much less than with teachers’ “staying” and “leaving.” Where the
student-oriented variables in block 1 of the two previous regression explain about 14% of
the variance in the outcomes, only about 4% is explained in the regression that involves
“leaving” (F(3, 1421) = 20.09, p < .001, R2 = .04), with the percent of minority students
being the most influential factor ( = 0.18, t = 5.97, p < .000).
Inspection of the block two statistics indicates a statistically significant change in
the model R2 when the two faculty-oriented variables are included (F(2, 1419) = 3.80, p =
.023, R2 = .04). However, the percent of faculty with more than 10 years’ experience is
observed to be not at all a statistically significant predictor of teachers’ leaving ( = 68

0.01, t = -0.18, p = .854), while the percent of faculty with more than six years’ years
tenure is seen to be only a marginally significant predictor ( = -0.07, t = -1.96, p = .050).
Indeed, the marginality of the influence that these two variables exercise is revealed when
the school status variable is added to the model in block 3 (F(2, 1417) = 36.15, p < .001,
R2 = .09). While the inclusion of this variable increases the proportion of variance
explained in “leaving” by roughly 5%, five of the other six variables are found not to be
statistically significant. Remaining in this array and of roughly equal importance in
explaining teachers’ “leaving” are the percent of minority students ( = 0.20, t = 6.13, p
<.000), and the school’s status as a secondary institution ( = 0.22, t = 8.37, p < .000).
In the fourth and final block of the analysis, the inclusion of the two
empowerment variables not only improves the “fit” of the model to the data (F(9, 1417) =
25.82, p < .001, R2 = .14) but also increases the proportion of variance explained in the
percent of teachers’ leaving by roughly 5%. As with the two prior analyses, both
empowerment variables are statistically significant negative predictors of the outcome,
with the importance of pedagogical empowerment ( = -0.34, t = -14.30, p < .000)
markedly outweighing that of administrative empowerment ( = -0.19, t = -7.70, p <
.000). While neither the school’s proficiency level nor its percent of students on free and
reduced lunch predict the school’s percentage of “leavers,” faculty experience ( = -0.13,
t = -4.39, p < .000) and tenure ( = -0.13, tend to depress the outcome and studentoriented variables tend to increase it (i.e., students with disabilities ( = 0.06, t = 2.39, p
= .017); minority students ( = 0.23, t = 7.81, p < .000)). “Leaving” also appears to be
more characteristic of secondary rather than elementary schools experience ( =0.06, t =
2.51, p = .012).
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Table 9
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Percentage of School “Leavers” (N = 1425)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1421) = 20.09, p < .001, R2 = .04
F/R Lunch Students (%)

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.62

0.532

Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.08
0.04

0.04
0.01

-0.06
0.18

-2.15
5.97

0.032
0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1419) = 13.62, p < .001, R2 = .04
F Change (2, 1419) = 3.80, p = .023
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.01
-0.08
0.04

0.01
0.04
0.01

0.02
-0.06
0.14

0.77
-2.16
4.38

0.439
0.031
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

0.00
-0.03

0.02
0.02

-0.01
-0.07

-0.18
-1.96

0.854
0.050

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Institutional Demographics
Model Fit: F(7, 1417) = 20.54, p < .001, R2 = .09,
F Change (2, 1417) = 36.15, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.00
0.00
0.05

0.01
0.04
0.01

0.00
0.00
0.20

0.00
-0.10
6.13

0.999
0.920
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level

0.00
-0.02
3.05
-0.08

0.02
0.01
0.36
0.36

0.00
-0.05
0.22
-0.01

0.05
-1.45
8.37
-0.23

0.958
0.147
0.000
0.818
(Table Continues)
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Table 9 (Continued)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 4: All Demographics + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(9, 1415) = 25.82, p < .001, R2 = .14,
F Change (2, 1415) = 40.30, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.02
0.09
0.06

0.01
0.04
0.01

0.05
0.06
0.23

1.41
2.39
7.81

0.159
0.017
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

-0.07
-0.06
1.00
-0.15
-1.53
-2.79

0.02
0.01
0.40
0.36
0.20
0.20

-0.13
-0.13
0.06
-0.01
-0.19
-0.34

-4.39
-3.93
2.51
-0.42
-7.70
-14.30

0.000
0.000
0.012
0.675
0.000
0.000

Research Question 2
What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect
to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and their general
satisfaction with their working conditions?
Given that only two of the three student demographic variables, neither of the
faculty demographic variables, and just one of the two institutionally-oriented variables
were found to be statistically significant, the full regression analysis only explains about
25% of the variance in satisfaction with the school as “a good place to work in learn” (see
Table 10). Of that percentage, roughly three-fifths may be attributed to teacher
empowerment, with the administrative slightly outweighing the pedagogical ( = 0.32 t =
12.24, p < .001, compared to ( = 0.28, t = 10.97, p < .001). While higher levels of
satisfaction were observed at schools with fewer minority students ( = -0.18 t = -5.77, p
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< .001), they were also observed at schools with higher levels of student proficiency ( =
0.08 t = 2.33, p = .020, irrespective of the school’s status as elementary or secondary ( =
-0.03 t = -0.97, p = .033). In the final analysis, both types of empowerment make robust
contributions to the level of satisfaction experienced at schools.
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Table 10
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Teacher Satisfaction (N = 1425)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1421) = 37.13, p < .001, R2 = .07
F/R Lunch Students (%)

0.00

0.00

-0.12

-3.94

0.000

Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.01
-0.20

0.19
-6.85

0.849
0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1419) = 23.02, p < .001, R2 = .08
F Change (2, 1419) = 1.79, p = .167
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

-0.12
0.01
-0.18

-3.91
0.20
-5.60

0.000
0.844
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.02
0.04

0.57
1.00

0.569
0.319

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Institutional Demographics
Model Fit: F(7, 1417) = 20.19, p < .001, R2 = .09,
F Change (2, 1417) = 12.21, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

-0.02
-0.02
-0.19

-0.38
-0.65
-5.64

0.703
0.514
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level

0.00
0.00
-0.04
0.06

0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01

0.02
0.02
-0.07
0.14

0.60
0.42
-2.53
3.82

0.550
0.676
0.012
0.000
(Table Continues)
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Table 10 (Continued)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 4: All Demographics + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(9, 1415) = 52.87, p < .001, R2 = .25,
F Change (2, 1415) = 152.19, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

-0.03
0.00
-0.18

-0.90
-0.11
-5.77

0.367
0.914
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
School Status (E/S)
School Proficiency Level
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.03
0.09
0.08

0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.02
0.03
-0.03
0.08
0.32
0.28

0.61
0.82
-0.97
2.33
12.24
10.97

0.541
0.414
0.330
0.020
0.000
0.000

Research Question 3
What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect
to making pedagogical and administrative decisions at their school and student
proficiency in reading and mathematics at the elementary level and algebra and English
at the secondary level?
Irrespective of school level, administrative empowerment explains between one
and two percent of the variance of student proficiency in basic skill areas, controlling for
other variables in the model. At the elementary level (see Table 11), the percent of
students on free and reduced lunch ( = -0.75 t = -37.98, p < .001) and the percent of
minority students ( = -0.12 t = -6.08, p < .001) account for some 65% of the variance in
student proficiency scores (F(3, 1187) = 754.58, p < .001, R2 = .65). While the percent of
faculty with more than 10 years’ experience seems not to be linked to the outcome ( = 74

0.02, t = -0.78, p = .436), adding the faculty tenure variable appears to increase the
proportion of variance explained by 1% ( = 0.09, t = 3.77, p < .001) with little change to
the statistics observed for the student demographic variables. In the last block, including
the empowerment variables results in a significant change in the proportion of variance
explained F(2, 1183) = 42.21, p < .001, R2 = .68), but only the administrative
empowerment variable appears to be statistically significantly linked to the outcome ( =
0.15, t = 9.18, p < .001),
At the secondary level, results were nearly the same with respect to student
proficiency on end-of-course tests in algebra and English. As Table 12 shows, all three
student demographic variables are found to be statistically related to student proficiency,
with the largest beta weight observed for the percent of students on free and reduced
lunch ( = -0.61 t = -15.06, p < .001). Also statistically significant and weighed nearly
equally are the percent of minority students ( = -0.22, t = -5.53, p < .001) and the
percent of students with disabilities ( = -0.22, t = -5.53, p < .001). In the second block of
variables, inclusion of the two faculty-oriented variables resulted in a significant increase
in the R2 F(2, 283) = 8.23, p < .001, R2 = .64), but only the percent of faculty with more
than 10 years’ experience appeared to be linked to the outcome ( = 0.11, t = 2.29, p =
.023). Including the empowerment variables in block 3 results in a significant change in
the proportion of variance explained F(2, 281) = 6.31, p =.002, R2 = .65), but only the
administrative empowerment variable proved to be statistically significantly linked to the
outcome ( = 0.13, t = 3.31, p =.001) and the faculty experience variable dropped out the
model. In the final analysis, only the student demographic variables and the index of
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administrative empowerment were significant predictors of students’ EOC performance
in algebra and English II.
Summary
Teacher empowerment, especially teacher pedagogical empowerment, is
associated both statistically and substantively with teacher retention. Controlling for
demographic characteristics of students, faculty, and the institutions themselves, teacher
administrative and pedagogical empowerment explained about 15% of the variance in the
percent of teachers’ intending to remain at their schools. Conversely, both types of
empowerment also tended to limit the impact of teachers’ moving to a different school or
school district, or leaving the classroom entirely. A robust association was also observed
between teacher empowerment and a view of the school as “overall, a good place to work
and learn,” but connections with higher levels of student proficiency were slight at both
the elementary and secondary school levels. At both, only administrative teacher
empowerment were linked to higher levels of student proficiency in reading and
mathematics at the lower grades and in algebra and English at the upper grades.
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Table 11
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Percent of Elementary Students Proficient in Reading and Mathematics (n = 1191)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 1187) = 754.58, p < .001, R2 = .65
F/R Lunch Students (%)

-0.49

0.01

-0.75

-37.98

0.000

Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.04
-0.06

0.05
0.01

-0.01
-0.12

-0.68
-6.08

0.494
0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 1185) = 458.86, p < .001, R2 = .66.
F Change (2, 1185) = 9.57, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.50
-0.03
-0.04

0.01
0.05
0.01

-0.76
-0.01
-0.08

-37.98
-0.64
-3.75

0.000
0.524
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

-0.02
0.08

0.02
0.02

-0.02
0.09

-0.78
3.77

0.436
0.000

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(7, 1183) = 362.61, p < .001, R2 = .68,
F Change (2, 1183) = 42.21, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.49
-0.05
-0.06

0.01
0.05
0.01

-0.74
-0.02
-0.12

-38.12
-0.95
-5.36

0.000
0.344
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

-0.03
0.08
2.36
0.00

0.02
0.02
0.26
0.25

-0.03
0.09
0.15
0.00

-1.17
3.90
9.18
0.02

0.241
0.000
0.000
0.984

77

Table 12
Hierarchical Regression Summary for Teacher Decision Making/Empowerment on
Percent of Secondary Students Proficient in English II and Algebra I (n = 289)
Source

B

S.E.B.



t

p=

Block 1: Student Demographics
Model Fit: F(3, 285) = 155.29, p < .001, R2 = .62
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.46
-0.43
-0.11

0.03
0.09
0.02

-0.61
-0.19
-0.22

-15.06
-4.88
-5.53

0.000
0.000
0.000

Block 2: Student + Faculty Demographics
Model Fit: F(5, 283) = 101.13, p < .001, R2 = .64,
F Change (2, 283) = 8.23, p < .001
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.45
-0.44
-0.09

0.03
0.09
0.02

-0.60
-0.19
-0.17

-14.87
-5.14
-3.96

0.000
0.000
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)

0.12
0.05

0.05
0.05

0.11
0.05

2.29
0.97

0.023
0.331

Block 3: Student + Faculty + Administrative/Pedagogical Empowerment
Model Fit: F(7,281) = 76.71, p < .001, R2 = .65
F Change (2, 281) = 6.31, p = .002
F/R Lunch Students (%)
Students w/ Disability (%)
Minority Students (%)

-0.45
-0.51
-0.09

0.03
0.09
0.02

-0.59
-0.22
-0.18

-14.80
-5.88
-4.06

0.000
0.000
0.000

Faculty Experience (%)
Faculty Tenure (%)
Administrative Concerns
Pedagogical Concerns

0.10
0.07
2.31
0.21

0.05
0.05
0.70
0.74

0.09
0.07
0.13
0.01

1.83
1.41
3.31
0.28

0.068
0.160
0.001
0.778
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of the study is to determine if teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making decisions about pedagogical and administrative issues is related to a set
of measurable outcomes, particularly teacher retention, teacher satisfaction, and
proficiency. This chapter presents the research findings followed by conclusions and
recommendations of the study as related to the research questions. The final chapter also
contains some comments, considerations, and discussion specific to the main findings
and the individual variables used in this study. These findings lend support to the study’s
hypothesis on whether public school teachers’ perception of shared decision-making (a
proxy for empowerment) has a significant relationship to satisfaction, intent to stay at
their jobs, and level of student proficiency, after controlling for all other variables in the
hierarchical multiple regression. To determine the importance of those factors, the TELL
Questionnaire is analyzed throughout this research.
Research Questions
The study raised the following three research questions: (1) What is the
relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect to making decisions
about pedagogical and administrative issues at their school and their future professional
intentions? (2) What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived empowerment with
respect to making decisions about pedagogical and administrative issues at their school
and their general satisfaction with their working conditions? (3) What is the relationship
between teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect to making decisions about
pedagogical and administrative issues at their school and student proficiency?
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Main Findings
Influence of Control Variables and Key Variables of Interest on Stayers.
Among the control variables, the percent of minority students has the largest beta weight
and is the variable of greatest importance among the student-oriented demographic
variables in school “stayers”. A higher percentage of “stayers” is also found at
elementary schools with lower percentages of students with disabilities. At these schools,
faculty with more than six years’ tenure and more than 10 years’ experience has
significant effects as well.
Above and beyond the effect of the control variables, teacher empowerment,
especially teacher pedagogical empowerment, is associated both statistically and
substantively with teacher retention.
Influence of Control Variables and Key Variables of Interest on Leavers.
“Leaving” appears to be more prevalent in secondary schools than in elementary schools.
Teachers are more inclined to “move” from schools with higher percentages of students
with disabilities, students on free and reduced lunch, and above all minority students.
Both faculty experience and faculty tenure variables have a significant impact on
teachers’ intent to leave, thereby mitigating the impact of students' background
characteristics.
Above and beyond the effect of the control variables, teachers “leaving” is
influenced by their being empowered to make decisions about administrative and
especially pedagogical issues.
Influence of Control Variables and Key Variables of Interest on Satisfaction.
The variables of teacher tenure and teacher experience appear to have less impact
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on satisfaction. By contrast, higher levels of satisfaction are observed in schools with
higher levels of student proficiency but with fewer minority students.
Above and beyond the effect of the control variables, both types of teacher
empowerment exhibited a strong positive and statistically significant impact on the level
of job satisfaction.
Influence of Control Variables and Key Variables of Interest on Student
Proficiency. All three student demographic variables (students on free and reduced
lunch; minority students; and students with disabilities) are found to be statistically
related to student proficiency. Only one of two faculty-oriented variables (faculty with
more than ten years’ experience) is positively associated with the outcome.
Above and beyond the effect of the control variables, only administrative teacher
empowerment has a consistent and positive relation with achievement, in terms of its
high correlation in reading and mathematics at the lower grades and in algebra and
English at the upper grades.
Discussion and Conclusion
Several key points can be gleaned from the above findings. First, a proclivity or
predisposition toward turnover (staying versus leaving) is consistent with claims that
more teachers seize opportunities to leave difficult working conditions to more appealing
environments. Among school-level factors, poverty status remains a major contextual
predictor of teacher turnover, particularly since many high minority schools are located in
low-income communities. Researchers point to patterns of teacher movement between
schools in which teachers leave schools with high concentrations of low-achieving, lowincome, and racial minority students and “stayers” in schools serving higher achieving,
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more affluent students and fewer racial minority students (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, &
Wyckoff, 2005; Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Diaz, 2004; Hanushek & Somers, 1999;
Scafidi, Sjoquist, & Stinebrickner, 2007). Research on teacher workplace satisfaction
appears to follow the same trend: Less-satisfied teachers may report worse working
conditions such as the low achievement levels or learning problems that do not fall
evenly across racial and ethnic groups.
Second, teacher pedagogical empowerment is an organization condition that
shows a strong association with teacher commitment to the organization, as measured by
satisfaction and intent to stay in their current position. Pedagogical autonomy that is part
of the teacher empowerment dimension in school has often been supported in the
literature (Gruber & Trickett, 1987; Johnson & Short, 1998; Kirby & Colbert, 1994;
Short, 1994; White, 1992). Autonomy empowers teachers within the school/district to
teach to the changing needs of the students and the community (Sergiovanni & Moore,
1985). Results of several empirical studies show that teacher dissatisfaction and career
commitment are highly correlated with the decisional climate. According to researchers,
four interrelated teacher empowerment variables may have a greater effect on teachers’
morale and commitment in the workplace: namely, whether teachers are given a role in
managing the ‘technical core’ of teaching and learning; the extent to which teachers are
assisted to perform better in schoolwide and classroom contexts; the extent to which
teacher empowerment is oriented towards professionalism; and the degree to which
teacher empowerment is perceived as authentic (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000).
Third, the influence of teacher involvement in administrative concerns (another
proxy of teacher empowerment) on student proficiency complements prior literature on
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the utilization of shared decision making that is geared towards improved achievement of
organizational goals. A substantial research literature provides evidence that patterns of
leadership such as shared leadership behavior have an indirect but substantial effect on
school productivity. While only a small body of research links principals directly to
student achievement (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2009; Hallinger & Heck, 1996), a
much larger research base documents principals' effects on the school's operations and
culture, through the redistribution of school decisions that foster both autonomy and
accountability. Principals also affect the retention and satisfaction of teachers through
management and shared decision-making. Most of the frequently included variables in
the literature on satisfaction and retention are principal leadership and teacher influence
on decision-making (Geijsel, Sleegers, Van De Berg, & Kelchternmans, 2001). In the
words of Musselman et al. (2011), “When principals empower their staff through shared
decision making everyone benefits including students” (p.2). Indeed, one way to improve
learning in schools is to center on improving the relationships between principals and
their staff that generate satisfied and committed and therefore more effective teachers
(Price, 2012, p.69).
In many ways the importance of teachers’ perceived empowerment with respect
to making decisions about pedagogical and administrative issues separate from student,
teacher and institutional characteristics is good news from a policy perspective, since it is
the job of schools to serve all students but decisional climate is amenable to policy
change. This study suggests that policies aimed at nurturing teacher empowerment may
be effective at reducing teacher turnover and increasing career satisfaction. While
administrative teacher empowerment is highly linked to higher levels of student
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proficiency, the correlation between these two variables does not imply causation. How
to improve administrative teacher empowerment is a more difficult question. The impact
of leadership behavior of school principals in schools practicing shared decision making
on student proficiency is considered to be largely indirect, based on empirical evidence.
Much of the current literature studying school leadership (i.e., leadership behavior and
the level of teacher participation in shared decision making) posits that leadership has a
minimal direct impact on student achievement (Ross & Gray, 2006). Renowned
education sociologists such as Bryk and Schneider postulate that leadership (i.e.,
distributed leadership) is no longer proposed as having a direct influence on student
achievement, but indirectly influences school culture and working conditions.
Limitations
This study is clearly just a step in understanding the role of teacher empowerment
and of school context, more generally, in teacher career decisions (stay or leave), overall
teacher satisfaction and student proficiency levels. It is imperfect in many ways. In
particular, while this study provides perceptual data that pedagogical decision making
and administrative decision making are important factors in teacher retention decisions,
the study’s secondary data analysis does not provide enough richness to capture the
actual level of decision-making involvement experienced by teachers. Also, this study
focuses only on one state (Tennessee), and so the level of generalizability to other states
may be limited due to differences in geography, socioeconomic makeup, urban vs. rural
settings and other contextual factors. In addition, the TELL-Tennessee data is a single
snapshot of the perceptions held by the teachers at that time.
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Implications and Suggestions for Future Research
One of the most important contributions of this research is that it underscores the
relative influence of two teacher empowerment variables (pedagogical decision making
and administrative decision making) on the important outcomes of overall teacher
satisfaction, intent to stay or leave their current position and student proficiency level.
There is still much to know on involving teachers in decision making as organizations
exist. The findings of this study strongly suggest the need for further research examining
the influence of perceived teacher empowerment on individual teacher satisfaction, actual
teacher turnover and student-growth measures. Because of the array of variables that
have been identified as having an effect on school productivity, researchers should
examine the relationship between leader behavior and teacher productivity and
satisfaction/commitment. Pedagogical and administrative decision-making are only two
constructs of teacher empowerment; however, future work should provide an in-depth
definition of teacher empowerment and an explanation of the shared decision making
constructs with various dimensions/sub-scales. Additional research should include the
specific leadership behaviors and the type and level of shared decision-making identified
by teachers in previous research. Future work should also explore the influence and the
relationship of principals’ distributed leadership behaviors on teachers’
satisfaction/retention and the mediating role of teachers’ empowerment on distributed
leadership behaviors and teachers’ satisfaction/retention.
Implications and Suggestions for Practice
The findings of the study may have important implications for teachers and
principals, and consequently for the entire school. Teachers who view themselves as
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professionals or perceive opportunities for shared decision making may contribute more
to the school as their commitment to the organization and to the profession increases. On
the other hand, principals need to establish working conditions that will bring teachers to
perceive themselves as having a high level of empowerment, and experiencing high
commitment and satisfaction. Thus, principals’ practice of joint decision-making should
be recognized as highly important to the organization and its members. Breaking down
barriers among staff (teachers and administrators, in particular) is a process advocated by
proponents of participative management such as Deming (1991). The trend toward
greater school-based governance and teacher empowerment is widely supported in public
opinion polling but continues to be an elusive reform. In order to develop a more
thorough understanding of teacher empowerment, extensive and rigorous examination of
both the symbolic and substantial aspects of school culture and working conditions are
needed.

86

References
Ahmad, M., Shazad, N., Waheed, A., & Khan, M. (2014). High involvement
management and employees performance mediating role of job satisfaction
Shazad, European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org ISSN
2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) Vol.6, No.31, 2014230 High
involvement management and employees performance mediating role of job
satisfaction.
Aliakbari, M, & Amoli, F. A. (2016). The effects of teacher empowerment on teacher
commitment and student achievement. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences,
[S.l.], v. 7, n. 4, p. 649, jul. 2016. ISSN 2039-2117. Retrieved from
http://www.mcser.org/journal/index.php/mjss/article/view/9367
Balkar, B. (2015). Defining an empowering school culture (ESC): Teacher
perceptions. Issues in Educational Research, 25(3), 205-225.
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. (2016, October). Measures of effective teaching
project. Retrieved from http://www.gatesfoundation.org/what-we-do
Bockerman, P. (2015, July) High involvement management and employee well-being.
IZA World of Labor Institute for the Study of Labor p.171 July.
Bogler, R., & Somech, A. (2004) Influence of teacher empowerment on teachers’
organizational commitment, professional commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior in schools. Teacher and Teacher Education, 20, 277-289.
Bolin, F. S. (1989). Empowering leadership. Teachers College Record, 19(1), 81-96.

87

Boyd, D., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2005), The draw of home: How
teachers' preferences for proximity disadvantage urban schools. Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, 24, 113–132. doi:10.1002/pam.20072
Branch, G., Hanushek, E., & Rivkin, S. (2009). Estimating Principal Effectiveness.
Working Paper 32. National Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in
Education Research.
Brown, K. M., & Wynn, S. R. (2007). Teacher retention issues: How some principals are
supporting and keeping new teachers. Journal of School Leadership, 17(6), 664698.
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement.
New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. B., Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., & Easton, J. Q. (2010). Survey
measures, factors, composite variables, and items used in organizing schools for
improvement: Lessons from Chicago. University of Chicago Press. Retrieved Feb.
2, 2014 from
http://consortium.uchicago.edu/sites/default/files/publications/appendix.pdf
Clotfelter, C. T., Ladd, H. F., Vigdor, J. L., & Diaz, R. A. (2004). Do school
accountability systems make it more difficult for low-performing schools to
attract and retain high-quality teachers? Journal of Policy and Analysis
Management, 23, 251–271. doi:10.1002/pam.20003
Conley, S. (1991). Review of research on teacher participation in school decision
making. Review of Research in Education, 17, 225-266. doi:10.2307/1167333

88

Cosenza, M. N. (2015). Defining teacher leadership. Issues in Teacher Education, 24(2),
79-99.
Cowdery, J. (2004). Getting it right: Nurturing an environment for teacherleaders. Kappa Delta Pi Record, 40(3), 128-131.
Creswell, J.W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating
quantitative and qualitative research. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson/Merrill
Education.
Darling-Hammond, L. (2003). Keeping Good teachers: why it matters, what leaders can
do. Educational Leadership, 60(8), 6-13.
Deming, W. E. (1991). The new economics: For industry, government, education (2nd
ed.). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Enderlin-Lampe, S. (1997). Shared decision making in schools: Effect on teacher
efficacy. Education, 118, 150.
Ferguson, R., & Hirsch, E. (2014). Using teacher and student surveys to link school
context, classroom learning conditions and achievement. In T.J. Kane, K.A. Kerr,
& R. C. Pianta (Eds.), New Guidance from the Measures of Effective Teaching
(MET) project. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Field, A. P. (2013). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Los Angeles [i.e. Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications.
Gaziel, H. H. (1998). School-based management as a factor in school
effectiveness. International Review of Education / Internationale Zeitschrift Für
Erziehungswissenschaft, 44(4), 319-333.

89

Geijsel, F., Sleegers, P., Van Den Berg, R., & Kelchtermans, G. (2001). Conditions
fostering the implementation of large-scale innovation programs in schools:
Teachers’ perspectives. Educational Administration Quarterly, 37(1), 130-166.
Gonzales, E., & Short, P. M. (1996). The relationship of teacher empowerment and
principal power bases. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 23(3), 210-215.
Gruber, J., & Trickett, E. J. (1987). Can we empower others? The paradox of
empowerment in the governing of an alternative public school. American Journal
of Community Psychology, 15(3), 353-371.
Hakim, C. (1982). Secondary analysis in social research: A guide to data sources and
methods with examples. London, UK: George Allen & UNWIN.
Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (1996). Reassessing the principal's role in school
effectiveness: A review of empirical research, 1980-1995. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 32(1), 5-44.
Hanushek, E.A., & Somers, J. (1999). Schooling inequality and the impact of
government. National bureau of economic research. The Causes and
Consequences of Increasing Inequality. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Harris, A., & Muijs, D. (2003). Teacher Leadership: principles and practice. National
college for school leadership. Retrieved from
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.488.967&rep=rep1&ty
pe=pdf
Helterbran, V. R. (2010). Teacher leadership: Overcoming 'I am just a teacher'
syndrome. Education, 131(2), 363-371.

90

Ingersoll, R. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: an organizational analysis.
American Educational Research Journal, Vol 38 (3), 499-534. doi:
10.3102/00028312038003499
James-Wilson, S., & Hancock, M. (2011). 5 stages on the path to equity. Journal of Staff
Development, 32(3), 26-30.
Johnson, P. E., & Short, P. M. (1998). Principal's leader power, teacher empowerment,
teacher compliance and conflict. Educational Management &
Administration, 26(2), 147-159.
Johnson, S.M., Kraft, M.A., & Papay, J.P. (2012). How context matters in high-need
schools: The effects of teachers’ working conditions on their professional
satisfaction and their students’ achievement. Teachers College Record, 114 (10),
1-39.
Kersaint, G., Lewis, J., Potter, R., & Meisels, G. (2007). Why teachers leave: Factors that
influence retention and resignation. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(6), 775794. doi:
https://login.ezproxy.memphis.edu/login?url=http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005
.12.004
Kirby, P. C., & Colbert, R. (1994). Principals who empower teachers. Journal of School
Leadership, 4(1), 39–51.
Klecker, B., & Loadman, W. (1998). Empowering elementary teachers in restructuring
schools: dimensions to guide the mission.
Konrad, A (2006). Engaging employees through high involvement work practices. Ivey
Business Journal. Retrieved from

91

http://iveybusinessjournal.com/publication/engaging-employees-through-highinvolvement-work-practices/
Kukla-Acevedo, S. (2009). Leavers, movers, and stayers: The role of workplace
conditions in teacher mobility decisions. Journal of Educational Research, 102
(6). 443-452, Jul-Aug 2009.
Ladd, H. (2009). Teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions: How predictive of
policy relevant outcomes? (Working Paper No. 33). Washington, DC: National
Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education. Retrieved October 2,
2015, from http://www.urban.org/research/publication/teachers-perceptions-theirworking-conditions-how-predictive-policy-relevant-outcomes
Lawler, E. E. (1986). High involvement management: Participative strategies for
improving organizational performance. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Lane, J. J. (1991). Instructional leadership and community: A perspective on school
based management. Theory into Practice, 30, 119-123.
doi:10.1080/00405849109543488
Lauermann, F., & König, J. (2016). Teachers’ professional competence and wellbeing:
Understanding the links between general pedagogical knowledge, self-efficacy
and burnout. Learning & Instruction, 45, 9-19.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.06.006
Lee, A. N., & Nie, Y. (2014). Understanding teacher empowerment: Teachers'
perceptions of principal's and immediate supervisor's empowering behaviors,
psychological empowerment and work-related outcomes. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 41, 67-79. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2014.03.006

92

Lin, Y. (2014). Teacher involvement in school decision making. Journal of Studies in
Education, 4(3). doi:10.5296/jse.v4i3.6179
Li, Y. (2015). The culture of teacher leadership: A survey of teachers' views in hong
kong early childhood settings. Early Childhood Education Journal, 43(5), 435445. doi:10.1007/s10643-014-0674-1
McKenzie, K. B., & Locke, L. A. (2014). Distributed leadership: A good theory but what
if leaders won't, don't know how, or can't lead? Journal of School
Leadership, 24(1), 164-188.
Mielke, P., & Frontier, T. (2012). Keeping improvement in mind. Educational
Leadership, 70(3), 10-13.
Musselman, M., Crittenden, M. A., & Lyons, R. P. (2014). A comparison of collaborative
practice and teacher leadership between low-performing and high-performing
rural kentucky high schools. Rural Educator, 35(3), 22-30.
Nappi, J. S. (2014). The teacher leader: Improving schools by building social capital
through shared leadership. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 80(4), 29-34.
National Education Association (2013). Multiple indicators of school effectiveness.
Retrieved from
http://www.nea.org/assets/docs/NEAPolicyBriefMultipleMeasures.pdf
National School Climate Council (2016). School climate. Retrieved from
http://www.schoolclimate.org/climate/
Neuman, M., & Simmons, W. (2000). Leadership for student learning. Phi Delta
Kappan, 82(1), 9-12.

93

New Teacher Center. (2016, May). Teaching and learning conditions initiative. Retrieved
from https://newteachercenter.org/approach/teaching-empowering-leading-andlearning-tell/
Patton, M. Q. (1997). Utilization-focused evaluation: The new century text. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Popham, W. J. (2011). Classroom assessment: What teachers need to know (6th ed.).
Boston, MA: Pearson.
Price, H. E. (2012). Principal–teacher interactions: How affective relationships shape
principal and teacher attitudes. Educational Administration Quarterly, 48(1), 3985. doi:10.1177/0013161X11417126
Rosenholtz, S.J. (1990). Teachers' workplace: The social organization of schools. New
York, NY: Longman.
Ross, J. A., & Gray, P. (2006). School leadership and student achievement: The
mediating effects of teacher beliefs. Canadian Journal of Education/Revue
canadienne de l'éducation, 798-822.
Scafidi, B., Sjoquist, D. L., & Stinebrickner, T. R. (2007). Race, poverty, and teacher
mobility. Economics of Education Review, 26(2), 145-159.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2005.08.006
Scheerens, J. (2013). What is Effective Schooling Retrieved from
http://www.ibo.org/globalassets/publications/ib-research/continuum/what-iseffective-schooling-report-en.pdf
Sergiovanni, T. J., & Moore, J.H. (1985). Schooling for tomorrow: Directing reforms to
issues that count. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.Google Scholar

94

Shann, M. H. (1998). Professional commitment and satisfaction among teachers in urban
middle schools. Journal of Educational Research, 92(2), 67-73.
doi:10.1080/00220679809597578
Shen, J., Leslie, J. M., Spybrook, J. K., & Ma, X. (2012). Are principal background and
school processes related to teacher job satisfaction? A multilevel study using
schools and staffing survey 2003-04. American Educational Research
Journal, 49(2), 200-230. doi:10.3102/0002831211419949
Short, P. (1994). Defining Teacher Empowerment_ by Short, Paula M. - Education, Vol.
114, Issue 4, Summer 1994 _ Online Research Library_ Questia
Short, P. M. (1994). Exploring the links among teacher empowerment, leader power, and
conflict. Education, 114(4), 581–584.
Short, P. M. (1998). Empowering leadership. Contemporary Education, 69(2), 70-72.
Singh, K. (2011). Teacher leadership: Making your voice count. Kappa Delta Pi
Record, 48(1), 6-10.
Singh, K., & Billingsley, B. S. (1998). Professional support and its effects on teachers'
commitment. Journal of Educational Research, 91, 229-239.
doi:10.1080/00220679809597548
Smith, J. M., & Lotven, B. A. (1993). Teacher empowerment in a rural setting: Fact
versus fantasy. Education, 113, 457-464
Swanlund, A. (2011). Identifying working conditions that enhance teacher effectiveness:
The psychometric evaluation of the teaching working conditions survey. Chicago:
American Institutes for Research.

95

Sweetland, S. R., & Hoy, W. K. (2000). School characteristics and educational outcomes:
Toward an organizational model of student achievement in middle
schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 36(5), 703-729.
Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed Methodology: Combining Qualitative and
Quantitative Approaches. Applied Social Research Methods (Book 46). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
TELL Tennessee (2013a). Validity and reliability report. Retrieved from
https://telltennessee.org/uploads/File/TN13_brief_val_rel.pdf
TELL Tennessee Survey (2013b). Retrieved from https://telltennessee.org/
The Glossary of Education Reform (2014). Proficiency. Retrieved from
http://edglossary.org/proficiency/
The Wallace Foundation (2013). The school principal as leader: guiding schools to better
teaching and learning. Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/The-SchoolPrincipal-as-Leader-Guiding-Schools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2ndEd.pdf
Thibodeaux, A. K., Labat, M. B., Lee, D. E., & Labat, C. A. (2015). The effects of
leadership and high-stakes testing on teacher retention. Academy of Educational
Leadership Journal, 19(1), 227-249.
Ware, H., & Kitsantas, A. (2007). Teacher and collective efficacy beliefs as predictors of
professional commitment. Journal of Educational Research, 100(5), 303-310.
doi:10.3200/JOER.100.5.303-310

96

White, P. A. (1992). Teacher empowerment under ‘‘ideal’’ school-site autonomy.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 14(1), 69–82.
Wilhelm, T. (2013). How principals cultivate shared leadership. Educational
Leadership, 71(2), 62-66.
Witcher, A. (1993). Assessing school climate: an important step for enhancing school
quality. Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals,
77(554), 1-5.
Wohlstetter, P., Smyer, R., & Mohrman, S. (1994, Fall). New boundaries for schoolbased management: the high involvement model. Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis, 16(3), 268-286.
Wohlstetter, P., & Mohrman, S. (1996). Assessment of school-based management.
[Volume I: Findings and Conclusions] Studies of education reform. Retrieved
from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED397530.pdf
Wood, S., Van Veldhoven, M., Croon, M., & De Menezes, L. M. (2012). Enriched job
design, high involvement management and organizational performance: The
mediating roles of job satisfaction and well-being. Human Relations, 65(4), 419445. doi:10.1177/0018726711432476
York-Barr, J., & Duke, K. (2004). What do we know about teacher leadership? Findings
from two decades of scholarship. Review of Educational Research, 74(3), 255316.

97

Appendix A
IRB Approval Letter

Jessica McMorris (jmcmrris) <jmcmrris@memphis.edu>
on behalf of
Institutional Review Board <irb@memphis.edu>

|
Tue 3/28, 1:32 PM

Farrah,
From the information provided on your initial submission for "Teacher Empowerment: The
Influences of Teacher Empowerment in Decision Making and its Relation to Teachers'
Professional Intentions, Teacher Satisfaction, and Student Achievement", the IRB has
determined that your activity does not meet the Office of Human Subjects Research Protections
definition of human subjects research and 45 CFR part 46 does not apply.
This study does not require IRB approval nor review. Your determination will
be administratively withdrawn from Cayuse IRB and you will receive an automated email
similar to this correspondence. Your protocol will be archived in Cayuse IRB.

98

Institutional Review Board
Office of Sponsored Programs
University of Memphis
315 Admin Bldg
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Mar 29, 2017
PI Name: Farrah Fite-Cope
Co-Investigators:
Advisor and/or Co-PI: Duane Giannangelo
Submission Type: Admin Withdrawal
Title: Teacher Empowerment: The Influences of Teacher Empowerment in Decision
Making and its Releation to Teachers' Professional Intentions, Teacher Satisfaction,
and Student Achievement
IRB ID: PRO-FY2017-460
From the information provided on your determination review request for “Teacher
Empowerment: The Influences of Teacher Empowerment in Decision Making and its
Releation to Teachers' Professional Intentions, Teacher Satisfaction, and Student
Achievement”, the IRB has determined that your activity does not meet the Office of
Human Subjects Research Protections definition of human subjects research and 45
CFR part 46 does not apply.
This study does not require IRB approval nor review. Your determination will be
administratively withdrawn from CayuseIRB and you will receive an email similar to
this correspondence from irb@memphis.edu. This submission will be archived
in Cayuse IRB.

THANKS,
IRB Administrator
Research Compliance
Division of Research & Sponsored Programs
The University of Memphis
315 Administration Building
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
P: 901.678.2705
F: 901.678.4409
memphis.edu/rsp/compliance

99

